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ABSTRACT 
 
EXPLORING INTERNET USE AMONG THE GROWING CHURCHES OF THE 
HOLSTON CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 
by 
Brian C. Burch 
This study explored Internet use among growing congregations. Growth was 
determined from membership, worship attendance, and professions of faith data from 
2000 to 2003. A researcher-created survey instrument recorded Internet use. 
 The data yielded the following observations. Churches with higher growth rates 
exhibiting higher Internet use rates. Growing churches were four times more likely to 
host a Web site than average. Pastors of growing churches use technology that can be 
adapted for ministry at a higher rate than average. Higher church growth rates were 
observed in communities with above average education levels, also with above average 
level of Internet access. 
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CHAPTER 1 
UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM 
 “Congregations whose membership is changing, either increasing or decreasing, 
in general showed greater adoption of Web site features and e-mail than did 
congregations whose membership has remained stable for at least three years” (Larsen, 
Wired Churches 12).  
 This quote has haunted me since the moment I first read it; yet it corresponds to 
Dr. Quentin Schultze’s comments two years later in his keynote address to the Internet 
Evangelism Coalition: “We don’t have a clue how to measure effective online ministry.” 
Determining Web ministry impact is difficult; determining success is an unsure process.  
Personally, these comments cause me deep confusion. I confess to being a 
computer fanatic. Over the past twenty-five years, I have counted computers as my 
primary hobby. As I write this paper, I look around my office and see nine computers 
sitting in various states of reconstruction and enough software to operate them all. 
Computer technology is one tool that enables me to go past my visual handicap and 
function without limitations.  
The year I first typed on a personal computer is the same year when I first read 
the whole Bible and realized that a relationship with God is life changing. God took 
charge of my life and called me into the pastoral ministry where I originally thought my 
computer skills were limited to office chores. Through the development of the Internet, I 
have come to see that the computer is one means by which I can “feed the flock” as 
pastor and teacher wherever my parish might be. As I have served Christ through the 
church, my consistent prayer has been to see the church grow in spirit and in number. 
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Thus, when I read that the impact of the Internet appears to be unclear, I was disturbed. I 
set out to understand how growing churches are using the Internet. 
Problem Formation 
In discussing the impact of the Internet with pastors and webmasters, I have been 
amazed at their interest in seeing statistical data on the subject of Internet use and church 
growth. Webmasters are assuming that a positive correlation exists and would appreciate 
support for their assumptions (e.g., Russell et al; Whitaker, Evangelism Bulletin; Smith). 
Pastors want to see their churches grow and wonder how the Internet can help (e.g., 
Graham; Slaughter). Vocal leaders of Internet use and church growth (e.g., Barna; Sweet; 
Careaga) proclaim the value of the Internet from their own experiences, usage figures, 
and personal vision. Even Andrew Careaga is looking for data showing the positive 
impact of the Internet as he writes his next book (“eMinistryNews”). My dream is to 
apply the data from this study to assist congregations in Internet use as they grow to the 
glory of God.  
The original model of this study was based on Elena Larsen’s study Wired 
Churches, Wired Temples that was completed during the latter part of 2000. Larsen 
sought to identify every congregational Web site in the United States and invite those 
congregations to be involved in an online survey. Of the estimated 336,000 houses of 
worship in the United States, around twenty thousand were determined to have some sort 
of Web presence in 2000. Larsen noted that only twelve thousand of these churches and 
temples had a current site with means of contact through e-mail. The published data was 
complied from the 1,309 responses to an online survey conducted over a two-week period 
in November and December 2000. In addition to finding that growing and declining 
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congregations exhibited increased Internet use, two other results from Larsen’s study 
influenced the research for this paper: (1) Respondents perceived that the Internet was 
effective for their organizations and (2) The churches that took part in the study planned 
to expand their Web presence in the years to come. 
This study began by measuring Internet use among growing churches to see if the 
result was consistent with Larsen’s finding that growing churches use the Internet. This 
exploration continued by examining how these pastors and their local churches used the 
Internet. Then, local church and pastoral demographics were examined to see what 
influence these factors had on Internet use and church growth. The focus on 
demographics was based on the assumption that a correlation between culture and 
Internet use exists. In particular, those communities that matched published data showing 
a high degree of Internet use would be more prone to use the Internet than those 
communities that did not match the profile of high Internet use. The same pattern was 
explored for the pastors of these congregations. This information was gathered for 
comparison to the results recorded by Larsen.  
Supporting Literature 
 The original purpose and increasing value of the Internet comes from its ability to 
connect computers and share data. The value of a research study likewise increases 
through its connectivity and application of other research. The following sections form 
the foundation for this study.  
Religious Use of the Internet 
Wired Churches, Wired Temples examines congregations with active Web sites 
and noted the correlations. The study sought to discern what features each church Web 
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site offered and what the congregations planned to add in the future (Larsen 11). A 
companion study, also by Elena Larsen, Cyberfaith shares the information gathered from 
active users of the Internet with a religious preference. The Cyberfaith project sought to 
learn how people are experiencing religion in an online environment (13). While this 
study provided extensive data on religion and the Internet, it did not answer my questions 
about growing churches and how they use the Internet.  
Holston Conference and the Internet 
The Holston Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church stretches from 
Northwest Georgia through East Tennessee to the western section of Virginia. The use of 
the Internet in the Holston Conference, which contains the population used in this study, 
has progressed rapidly. One way of seeing the increasing use of the Internet is through 
the changes that have taken place at the conference level. In 1991, the conference office 
did all their data processing through computers; however, they had no workable way of 
sharing that data with others in the conference other than on paper. In 1992, Rev. Steve 
Martin began developing the first bulletin board with the Annual conference as its 
designated audience. By 1997, Steve Martin was the conference webmaster with a part-
time salary. In 1998, he was teaching classes to local pastors so that they could create 
their own church Web sites. In the last two years, the conference hired a full-time 
webmaster, provided free Web space to those churches that would like it, sent weekly e-
mails to the conference leadership, included pastors’ e-mail addresses along with fax 
numbers as standard directory information, and connected every district office to the 
Internet. This last part was a major step. Until 2002, the Chattanooga District office was 
still using Windows 3.1, at that time a ten year old operating system, on a computer 
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without a connection to the Internet.  
Thus, the Holston Conference has made a top-down example that computers are 
valid tools for the work of ministry. While, the focus of use is primarily in the realm of 
business applications, the hierarchy at least in part endorses and encourages the Internet. 
Included in this top-down example is the Holston bishop who checks his e-mail even 
when overseas. In spite of these examples of technological diffusion, only 12 percent of 
Holston local congregations are hosting a local church Web site (see Table 1.1).  
 
 
Table 1.1. District Web Sites 
 
District Church Web Sites in District1
 
Abingdon 
 
6 
Big Stone Gap 6 
Chattanooga 13 
Cleveland 9 
Johnson City 16 
Kingsport 11 
Knoxville 17 
Maryville 9 
Morristown 13 
Oak Ridge 7 
Tazewell 2 
Wytheville 6 
Total 
 
115 
 
 
 
Culture and the Internet 
Perhaps the most interesting ingredient in determining the answer to the 
correlation between church growth and Internet use is culture. With culture constantly 
changing (Sweet 19), the Church is consistently facing the question of how to adapt to the 
culture. This rapidly changing culture includes computers, where the fastest available 
                                                 
1 As of 15 August 2003. 
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CPU doubles its predecessor in speed every eighteen months. In this rapidly changing 
culture, the church is not perceived as being or needing to be on the cutting edge of 
technology. One example comes from the Internal Revenue Service ruling in the late 
1980s that declared computers were not deductible clergy business expenses. Publishing, 
record keeping, and finances are perceived as the primary uses of computers in a church, 
which says much when the primary functions of a church deal with conversion, service, 
worship, and education. Only with the introduction of the Internet have a growing 
number of local congregations envisioned computers functioning as means of 
evangelism. 
Biblical and Theological Foundation 
 Because of my trust in the Bible, I wanted to seek guidance from it as I explored 
church growth and Internet use. While the Internet is not a biblical motif, the issue of 
using culturally relevant technology is. One such image is found in Genesis 1:28, which 
gives followers of God the command “to subdue the earth.” C. Milton Lowe points out 
that Christians can extrapolate this dominance from the created order to the realm of 
inventions, which the creatures create (18-19). The following sections examine what the 
Bible and its interpreters have concluded about culture from the issue of faith.  
Culture and the Old Testament 
 The issue of accepting foreign technology and with it foreign culture developed 
into a theological issue as Israel developed into a called out people. As a holy people, 
they were to be different than the nations around them in the manner in which they 
adopted the cultural of others. Outside culture included how a person deals with grief. 
The Israelites were not to cut themselves or shave the front of their heads because they 
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were a holy people (Deut. 14:1). The Israelites were also to be countercultural in their 
leadership. God was to be their leader, not a king as the other nations had (1 Sam. 8:5). 
Even in marriage, the Israelites were to be separate from their neighbors. They were not 
to let their sons and daughters marry foreigners since the process caused them to be led 
astray from the faith (1 Kings 11:2). This countercultural theme extended even to their 
weapons of war. They were encouraged not to put their trust in chariots, which were the 
most powerful weapon of war in that era. The Israelites were to put their complete trust in 
the Lord God (Ps. 20:7). Thus, the Old Testament gives a strong message about the 
dangers of being like other nations because what believers model affects their 
relationship with the Lord. Operating under this understanding, the Israelites responded 
with wise caution as they incorporated improvements in technology. 
Culture and the Gospels 
 Jesus continues this countercultural theme in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5-
7). This time the call is more than just against other nations; the call opposes even the 
teachings of the Jewish leaders. The new culture Jesus is proclaiming is one based on 
love, love of God and love of neighbor. In contrast to the Old Testament limited 
definition of neighbor, Jesus expanded the envelope to include all the world (Matt. 24:14; 
28:19; John 3:16), a world that included even the despised Samaritans (John 4:9; Luke 
10:33; 17:16). Jesus had to interact not only with the Jewish and Samaritan culture. He 
also had to interact with the Roman culture. The issue of Roman taxes was brought to his 
attention, and his answer of giving to Caesar what belongs to Caesar and what belongs to 
God (Mark 12:14-17) gives a model of how to be in the world and not of it. Jesus’ 
openness to those who collected Roman taxes demonstrates that cultural issues should not 
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hamper his followers from actively loving those outside the faith (Matt. 9:9-11).  
Culture and the Epistles 
 While the disciples had heard the command of Jesus to proclaim the gospel into 
all the world, the command was not put into action by the Church until the miracle of 
Pentecost with its multitude of languages (Acts 2:6). Speaking the language of the people 
proved to be a catalyst in bringing remarkable growth to the Church. Years later when 
Paul was proclaiming his defense, his act of speaking in Aramaic was the decisive point 
in bringing peace to a Jerusalem crowd (Acts 22:2).  
 Of course, dealing with all the world meant dealing with the Greco-Roman idols 
and philosophers. In Paul’s speech from the Areopagus, evangelists are given a model of 
how to incorporate culture without compromising the faith (Acts 17:16-33). He starts 
where they are with their religious practices (17:22-23), incorporates their own 
statements that they consider valid (17:28), and shares with them the resurrection (17:31). 
Acknowledging the listeners’ culture proved effective (17:34). Not only did Paul 
understand the religious culture of the people, he also used the technology of the people. 
He walked on the Roman roads, used the Roman postal system, and even sailed by ship, 
all with the purpose of sharing the gospel with the people wherever they were.  
 Cultural issues deeply affected the Church. By declaring the gathering of 
Christians “ecclesia,” which indicated a public gathering instead of “synagogue,” which 
indicated a Jewish worship service, the Church was declaring its cultural separation from 
Israel (Moltmann 142). This decision to go outside the Jewish culture led to many 
debates. The culmination led to a set of cultural guidelines that set followers apart from 
the rest of society in terms of eating sacrifices offered to idols, consuming blood, and 
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practicing sexual immorality, without making believers follow all the Jewish laws (Acts 
15:23-29).  
 This cultural debate makes up much of 1 Corinthians. In 10:23-24, Paul declares 
that all is permissible; however, not everything is beneficial or constructive. The good for 
all should drive a Christian’s responses to culture. In addition to the care of others, the 
reminder is also given that “the wisdom of this world is foolishness in God’s sight” 
(3:19). Paul summarizes his whole attitude toward culture in 9:19-23 with the words, “I 
have become all things to all men so that by all possible means I might save some” 
(9:22). Thus, Paul goes beyond the Old Testament guidance calling for separation of the 
Jews from the culture of the world as a means of protecting the faith. God empowered 
Paul to see the evangelistic value in loving the world as Jesus did, and adapting to the 
world’s culture in order to save the lost.  
Cultural Issues in Church History 
 In the two thousand years since the founding of the Church, various leaders have 
had to deal with the issue of how to interact with the culture of their society. In a radical 
countercultural move, Francis of Assisi stripped off his expensive raiment and denounced 
the family wealth (González 1: 302). Instead of disappearing from this culture, he strove 
to communicate in a manner they would understand. To assist the predominately illiterate 
culture of his day comprehend the birth of Christ, St. Francis displayed the first outdoor 
crèche.  
 John Wycliffe believed that the Bible belonged to all Christians and should be 
available in the language of those who read it (González 1: 346). The mission group that 
bears his name today has as their purpose translating the Word of God into the heart 
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language of every people group on this globe. Their understanding of translation goes 
beyond a literary work. Wycliffe Bible Translators seek to translate concepts that make 
sense within the cultural context of the individual readers (Cochrane).   
 Like Wycliffe, Martin Luther believed the Bible should be translated into the 
language of the people. During a time of exile, this professor of Scripture translated the 
New Testament into German, and in the next ten years translated the Old Testament into 
the language of his people (González 2: 38-39). This act of relating to the culture took 
place years after his most famous act of posting the ninety-five theses on the church door, 
the communication portal in his community (2: 20). Luther’s desire to use the technology 
of the day to communicate to his cultural situation also prompted him to extensive use of 
the newly developed printing press (2: 22). The printing press allowed Luther to become 
a best-selling author of his days as he presented his arguments against the Roman 
Catholic Church in the vernacular of the German people rapidly and at a low cost 
(Edwards). The printing press also allowed his critics access to his writings that led to his 
books being condemned in the days before his trial at Worms (Melancthon).  
 John Wesley was another church leader who had to confront the challenge of 
relating to his culture. Influenced by George Whitefield, Wesley started field preaching 
because that was where the people were. Before Whitefield’s influence Wesley believed 
that sermons should be limited to the sanctuary since field preaching was a “vile thing.” 
Effectiveness and need forced Wesley to consider culture in the songs the Methodists 
sang, in the male and female lay leadership he trained, and in the ordination of clergy 
bound for the Colonies. Wesley sought more than just to consider the culture; he sought 
to understand all aspects of it, even the newest developments in medicine and science. 
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Like St. Francis, Wesley renounced much of what culture deemed vital. The poor and the 
people called Methodists were of more concern to him than what the world deemed 
essential (González 2: 212-15).  
Not every religious leader has sought to bridge the cultural divide. In 1811, 
General Ned Ludd called together a group of factory workers terminated from their jobs 
because of the introduction of mechanical looms. This group called the “Luddites” set out 
to destroy this new technology. They continued their attacks until 1817 even with the 
quickly passed law by the British legislature making it a capital offense to destroy a 
machine (“The Luddites”). Economics was the key in this revolt against modernity. In the 
1860s, the Old Order Amish made the decision to complete the shunning process of 
technology and refused to accept cultural changes due to their conflict with their call to a 
simple life and commitment to community over the individual (Robinson; Rogers 311-
13). What one notes about these groups is that they become closed societies like the Old 
Testament Jews. To truly proclaim the gospel to all the world, followers of Christ 
constantly need to face the cultural divide and decide what to renounce and what to keep.  
Culture and Current Theologians 
In reading from several of today’s theological leaders, the issue of needing to 
adapt to the culture is evident. In his research on St. Patrick, George G. Hunter III notes 
that the reason Patrick succeeded as a missionary bishop to Ireland was that he knew the 
people, the language, and the customs (Celtic Way 14). As the Irish church did mission 
work outside its realm, the Irish church “paid the price” to learn about the people, their 
language, and their culture (36). Hunter summarizes Patrick’s methods by sharing, 
“When you understand the people, you will often know what to say and do, and how. 
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When the people know that Christians understand them, they will infer maybe the High 
God understands them too” (20). 
Leonard Sweet updates the words of St. Patrick and calls Christians who desire to 
do evangelism to “go native,” whether driving on the “wrong” side of the road in British 
countries (9) or giving up the whiteout, carbon paper, and duplicator sheets of a by-gone 
age (14). To declare God’s love effectively to those outside the Christian faith, 
missionaries have to speak in the language of the current culture. Rick Warren 
understands the effectiveness of this methodology. Music is a major cultural issue, and 
the style of music used in a church determines who will come and who will avoid a local 
church. Saddleback truly exploded when they chose a music style that matched the 
cultural tastes of their community (283-85). 
Lee Strobel has explored the relationship between the Church and culture and 
notes fifteen insights into the minds of unchurched “Harry and Mary.” Strobel wonders if 
Christians will make the effort to relate Christ to Harry and Mary (44-81). “What’s really 
important is what’s inside their heads. Before we begin to strategize how we as 
individuals and churches can effectively bring them the Gospel, we need to climb into 
their minds and delve into their attitudes and motivations” (45).  
George Barna, in his sociological research, notes that the Church has conformed 
too much to the culture of the day. In terms of immoral behavior and attitudes, statistics 
show little discernable difference between Christians and the rest of society. Barna 
exhorts the Church to explore all the facets of its incorporation of culture:  
To remain relevant and influential, we must be current in our 
understanding of cultural changes and their implications.… We must not 
only consider the nature of the changes taking place, but also the 
underlying perspectives and needs that drive those changes as well as the 
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cultural and ministry implications of each change. (Second Coming 52) 
 
As observed from the Old Testament and the saints of years past, not all of culture 
should be copied. In dealing with culture, believers must learn to distinguish between 
form and essence. The leader, worship style, music, and even the church building are 
outward form, not the essentials of faith (Nelson and Appel 30). This need to differentiate 
between form and essence begins when the church goes out into the local community and 
intensifies when the church goes into an alien culture. Missionaries crossing cultural 
boundaries benefit when they examine every aspect of their teaching to discern what 
aspects form civilization issues and what aspects are the truth of Christ. St. Patrick 
predominately sided with the issue of declaring the Christian faith in the midst of the 
culture of the people (Hunter, Celtic Way 15). Patrick did combine some aspects of 
civilization with the truths of Christ. He preached against the practice of slavery to such 
an extent that the practice halted in Ireland around the time of Patrick’s death (23).  
 This great cloud of witnesses has encountered innovations in technology as 
expressions of contemporary culture and found ways of applying each development to 
share the gospel. Christians who desire to spread the gospel to this current generation 
have an opportunity to use portions of today’s technological culture to fulfill their 
mission.  
Context of Study 
The Holston Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church as a geographic 
region spreads in a narrow band from the Northwest corner of Georgia through East 
Tennessee to the Western counties of Virginia. While the fifty counties that comprise this 
area are predominately rural in nature, five counties are more urbanized. These midsized 
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metropolitan areas are Knoxville, Chattanooga, and the Bristol, Kingsport, Johnson City 
tri-city region.  
  One assumption in this study is that within the Holston Conference 
growing congregations exist. The presence of declining churches is depressingly evident. 
The Holston Conference reflects the decline that has taken place in the Methodist Church 
in the United States. In a thirty year time span, the Conference membership has decreased 
by 14.0 percent, and average attendance has only grown by 1.4 percent (Holston Annual 
Conference 1973 442). Table 1.2 shows the overall statistics for the years involved in this 
study and the Wired Churches, Wired Temples study (Larsen). At the same time, the 
annual evangelism awards show positive signs of church growth. The one unifying 
requirement in those annual awards is receiving at least one person per one hundred 
resident members by a profession of faith per year (see Appendix A for full details on 
various levels). During the calendar year 2002, 340 congregations (37 percent of Holston 
churches) achieved the minimum growth standard (Holston Annual Conference 2003 42-
44).  
 
Table 1.2. Holston Statistics 
Year Total Members Professions of Faith Average Attendance 
 
1999 171,944 2,897 73,836 
2000 171,869 2,777 74,018 
2001 170,846 2,732 76,148 
2002 168,970 2,567 75,644 
2003 
 
168,289 2,507 73,756 
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Purpose and Research Questions 
 The purpose of this study was to explore Internet use among the growing 
congregations within the Holston Conference of the United Methodist Church. The 
following research questions guided the study.  
1. What is the relationship between growing churches and Internet use?  
2. Which components of the Internet Use Index correlate with the Church 
Growth Factor?  
3. What is the relationship between local church demographics with church 
growth and Internet use?   
4. What is the relationship between pastoral demographics with church 
growth and Internet use? 
Definitions 
 Internet use is understood to be made up of the pastor’s use of e-mail and the 
World Wide Web and the extent of implementation of a congregational Web site. This 
value was quantified from responses from fifteen survey questions to form the Internet 
Use Index (see Appendix I). 
 Growing churches were operationalized by ranking the congregations of the 
Holston Conference by change in attendance, change in membership, and sum of 
professions of faith for the years 2000 to 2003. These rankings were summed to form a 
Church Growth Factor (Fcg). Based on the Church Growth Factor, growing churches were 
those that ranked in the top third of all churches in the population. 
Methodology 
In the twenty-five years since I first read the whole Bible and discovered the 
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desktop computer, the Holston Conference with which I am associated has declined in 
membership. Even the number of churches has declined annually. While death is a part of 
every organization, I have sought to design this study so that other church leaders can 
apply it and breathe life into their churches. 
Population and Sample 
 In 2000, the Holston Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church 
contained 940 congregations. This group forms the total population (NT) used in this 
study (Ruebush). The total population (NT) was refined to a subpopulation (NSP) by three 
steps. First population was limited to those churches that were in existence throughout the 
period of 2000 to 2003. The other refinement used in creating the sample population (ns) 
was where a multi-point charge existed. Only the largest church on the charge was 
included in the subpopulation (NSP), thus eliminating the possibility of a pastor receiving 
multiple surveys. In addition, this refinement removed some of the smallest churches in 
the conference from the study. These modifications created a pool of 567 churches in the 
NSP. These congregations where then ranked by deciles on the basis of change in 
membership, change in attendance, and sum of professions of faith. The churches making 
up the top third as ranked by deciles were defined as the sample population (ns).  
Instrumentation 
The survey instrument was a researcher-designed questionnaire (see Appendix C). 
Each question was answered through a fixed-choice format. Depending upon the 
question, respondents were asked to either limit their response to a single choice or to 
mark all appropriate answers. Because this study sought to explore churches with a 
variety of technical capabilities both an online and printed version of the survey were 
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made available. The survey instrument was developed between August 2003 and January 
2004 and was pretested in three different settings.  
In studying a changing technology, developing an instrument that examines every 
facet of the Internet would be impractical. To provide content validity, the term “Internet 
use” was limited to the generally accepted aspects of e-mail, the World Wide Web, and 
local church Web sites. Pretesting showed a strong probability that the survey would be 
sent to those who are not knowledgeable about the Internet. In terms of face validity, by 
predefining the recipients to senior pastors of growing churches, receiving valid 
information about the local congregations was considered probable. 
Data Collection 
A survey instrument was sent to the senior pastor of each selected congregation. 
The initial survey was mailed 18 February 2004 to each senior pastor with an option to 
take the survey online. The Tyner United Methodist Church Web site served as the host 
site for the online survey. The use of the online survey option increased the scoring 
consistency and reliability. As a part of the survey, the church identification number was 
preprinted on the printed survey and required for the online survey. While removing a 
layer of confidentiality to the survey, it allowed for ease in tracking who had and had not 
completed the survey. Also, it allowed for additional data to be incorporated via the 
conference electronic databases for the years 2000 to 2003. As needed, follow up 
reminders were sent to those pastors who did not respond to the initial survey by 4 March 
2004. These reminders included the hyperlink to the online survey and traditional paper 
copies of the survey. The survey period ended 18 March 2004. For those who had not 
responded by 13 March, contact was made via e-mail. All participants of the study were 
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promised access to the data from the survey that was posted to the Tyner United 
Methodist Church Web site on 20 March 2004. 
Variables  
In this ex post facto observation study, the independent variable is use of the 
Internet. Internet use was defined as the three components of e-mail use, World Wide 
Web use, and local church Web site use. The dependent variable was Church Growth. 
Church growth was measured through a composite score derived from change in worship 
attendance, change in membership, and sum of professions of faith. Because of the 
composite nature of the Internet Use Factor, each of the three subcomponents were 
treated as independent variables in relation to the dependent variable of church growth. 
Local and pastoral demographics are intervening variables that might influence or 
explain the results. Local demographics are explored because of Warren’s observations 
that the gospel is best communicated when churches use the culture of their community 
(283-285). Pastoral demographics are of interest because of Spooner’s work showing that 
age, education, and income are correlated to Internet use (3).  
Delimitations and Generalizability 
One delimiting factor is that the rate of growth or decline in a congregations can 
vary from year to year. To improve the generalizability of the study, survey responses 
were correlated with four years of church statistics.   
United Methodist congregations overly dominated the Wired Churches, Wired 
Temples study making up 26 percent of the respondents (Larsen 7). This domination in 
Larsen’s study was due to the following limitations in identifying local church Web sites: 
The United Methodist Church was the only major denomination providing free Web 
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space at the time of her study. The United Methodist Church was among the few 
denomination at the time to have an umbrella Web site providing links to local 
congregations. Due to these two limitations, the results from the Pew Foundation study 
and this study were closely examined for signs of generalizability.  
The basis upon which the scientific method grows is that discoveries develop 
from a previous bank of knowledge. Chapter 2 contains summaries and reflections of key 
literature that are related to this study. Chapter 3 gives the details of the actual survey 
methodology used in this study. Chapter 4 summarizes the results of the data collected 
during the four-week survey period. The conclusion of this paper is in Chapter 5 that 
contains analysis of the survey process, observations gleamed from the research, 
unexpected results, and points for further study.
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CHAPTER 2 
 
THE LITERATURE 
In 1993, Billy Graham was the guest for an Internet chat room interview. While 
intrigued by the technology, he wondered about its effectiveness since only three hundred 
people were permitted to join him in the chat room and he only answered a small percent 
of the questions posed. Then he learned that thousands of others were following the entire 
dialogue, and Billy Graham comprehended that the Internet was another tool he could use 
for sharing the story of Jesus. Radio, telephone, television, satellite, and the Internet are 
all tools the Graham organization has used to communicate the message of Christ to 
millions more than they can possibly reach through personal appearances (635-36).  
The Billy Graham Evangelistic Association understood that the Internet could be 
a tool for ministry in the name of Jesus Christ. The purpose of this study was to explore 
the Internet use among the growing congregations within the Holston Conference of the 
United Methodist Church. In order to review the literature for this study, the following 
three areas were examined: biblical and theological issues, Internet use issues, and church 
growth issues. The final section of this chapter examines the research methodology 
incorporated in the original study and in this one. 
Biblical and Theological 
The previous chapter examined culture from a biblical and theological 
perspective. This chapter seeks to add to that material by examining motifs relevant to 
Internet Use by pastors and local churches.  
Culturally Relevant  
Christians hold two truths in balance. The first truth is that Jesus is the same 
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yesterday, today, and forever (Heb. 13:8). The second is that the cultural context in which 
the gospel is preached constantly changes. One means of facing this change is through 
the model of St. Paul to adapt to culture by becoming “all things to all men so that by all 
possible means I might save some” (1 Cor. 9:22). The Pharisees in the days of Jesus 
found change distressing because they thought the gospel would alter (λλσσω) the 
customs that Moses gave (Acts 6:14). Their fear was well-founded for with the coming of 
Jesus a change took place in the priesthood, which caused a change (µετθεσις) in the 
law (Heb. 7:12). 
The ability of the early communicators of the gospel to adapt to culture is evident 
in the remarkable growth from the five hundred Jews who saw the Risen Lord to 
Christianity becoming the dominant religion in the culturally diverse Roman Empire in 
less than three hundred years. Again the Church faces a diverse culture that includes the 
Internet. The prevalence of Internet use is apparent although not consistently reported. 
For the year 2000, the number of Internet users was reported at 46.5 million households 
(Sweet 33), 95.4 million households (World Bank), 135 million users (eTForecasts), and 
50 percent of all adults (Barna, “Americans Embrace Technologies”). The observed 
confusion in reporting statistics occurs even within a single report that states that 45 
percent of Americans have high-speed Internet access and then later reports that only 23 
percent of Americans have such service (Barna, “Americans Embrace Technologies”; see 
Fallows 5 for various numbers presented on e-mails sent per year). While the reported 
numbers may not make sense, the presence of the Internet is obvious.  
At the same time, the Internet is a cultural icon for only a portion of the world and 
will only be relevant to that segment of the world.  For comparison, in 2000, 33 percent 
   
Burch 22 
of United States citizens were using the Internet. That same year, in Belize, a lower-
middle-income country located in the Yucatan Peninsula, only 6 percent of the 
population used the Internet. Less than 10 percent of the world is currently connected to 
the Web (World Bank). In a world were only half the population has ever made or 
received a phone call, the means of proclaiming the gospel will need to vary to fit the 
culture of the target group.  
Pastors are dealing with a new generation who has grown up with computers, and 
if the Church is going to be relevant with that culture, then its leaders must enter the 
Internet world. Just as the country of Cuba marks time in BC/AC, before Castro and after 
Castro, so should the current society make a new demarcation in time BC/AC, before 
computers and after computers (Sweet 31). Barna notes that the digital divide between 
those who do and do not use technology is more responsible than any other factor in 
creating the “generation gap” (“Americans Embrace Technologies”). 
Idol Worship 
A biblical theme that provides guidance in ministering with technology comes 
from observing how the Israelites and their spiritual leaders responded to the military 
technology of others. From the time of Moses to the days of Solomon, Israel was behind 
their contemporaries in the weapons of war. The Bible does not record Israel using 
chariots in military action until the reign of Solomon, they were often forced into battle 
with opposing armies possessing chariots. Not only did they lack the technology, during 
the reign of Saul, they were even without blacksmiths to prepare the weapons of war (1 
Sam. 13:19). Instead of giving into despair, the Israelites were commanded to have faith 
and trust in the Lord more than horses or chariots. Applying this verse to computer 
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technology serves as an Ebenezer that no matter how impressive the equipment, believers 
must always trust first in God. Completing this concept is the oft-repeated reminder to the 
Israelites that God is not a human-made god from stone, wood, or any other material 
(Deut. 4:28; Isa. 37:19; Ezek. 20:32). Thus, followers of the Living Lord are not to 
worship gods made of silicon and plastic. 
Christians who are teetering on the edge of technological idol worship may 
benefit from examining the fallibility of technology. This lack of perfection was shown in 
1999 with the Y2K scare and in 2002 by viruses such as “Klez” and “Blaster.” Besides 
the lack of perfection in terms of being toppled by a minor programming issue, the other 
flaw in technology is its inadequate response calamities. The events of 11 September 
2001 showed the power of terrorism to the entire world. That event also demonstrated the 
power and weakness of the Internet. Overall, use of the Internet dropped significantly 
during that period except for specific news sites that experienced record high volume. 
The thousand times normal volume of visitors at these Web sites overwhelmed the 
hosting services resulting in closure of the highly sought-after sites (Rainie 27). The 
world’s greatest technological feats, from the Internet to the space shuttle, are not perfect. 
So, despite the vision put forth decades ago in the Humanist Manifesto, humans and their 
creations are still flawed and unworthy of worship. The command “to have no other gods 
before me” (Exod. 20:2) includes the idols of technology. No matter how far humankind 
advances in the realm of science, the call is still to trust first in Christ alone.  
Creation Domination 
In the Creation story of Genesis 1:1-2:3, humankind is given a command by the 
Lord God—subdue the earth and rule over its creatures (Gen. 1:28). In the current United 
   
Burch 24 
States culture, the concept of subduing the earth sounds politically incorrect. The Old 
Testament does show that subduing people, particularly Hebrews as slaves, is wrong. So 
“subduing the land” should not be taken as a call to subdue other people groups. In 
contrast to this negative connotation, “subduing the land before the Lord” is a statement 
indicating all is well (Num. 32:22; Josh. 18:1; 1 Chron. 22:18).  
In examining the usage of “rule” through the Old Testament, the verse from 
Genesis is the only section in which “rule” deals with creatures. All other occurrences 
deal with persons in authority ruling or having dominion over those under them. Lowe 
points out that this verse applies to the world of technology. He extrapolates that humans 
have become involved in the creation process, such as in the creation of computer 
technology. Humans thus become cocreators with God and are to remain good stewards 
of that creation (21).  
The early years of genetic engineering, a process of cocreating, involved cross-
pollination of flowers. The theological implications of this work concerned the scientist. 
He was successful in his experiment, and the flower bears his name, Fairchild’s Mule. 
His solution to the theological issues was to provide in his will an endowment to fund an 
annual sermon bearing his name as well (Sweet 55). As current society becomes 
increasingly dependent on computer technology, Fairchild’s theological concerns are still 
present, and an annual sermon alone will not solve the dilemma. Barna’s survey results 
show no discernable difference between Christians and non-Christians in their use of 
personal technology (“Americans Embrace Technologies”). The danger of technology 
becoming America’s idol of wood and stone is present.  
As a philosopher, Jacques Ellul has looked at the power of technique. His 
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definition is that technique is the one best way according to reason and consciousness to 
accomplish work efficiently (21). Following this definition to its conclusion, Ellul 
deduces that humankind will always accept new technique, particularly in the form of 
technology, because improved technique leads to improved efficiency. He further 
concludes that without the aid of “thinking machines,” humankind will never adapt to the 
interstellar future (429). Ellul finally states that unless something drastic is done, 
technique through technology will become the “god” of society. Ellul criticizes the 
Christian Church for the lack of development of technique between the fourth and 
fourteenth centuries because of their rejection of the scientific model (33). Stanley 
Hauerwas and William H. Willimon reason the Church of the last two centuries has 
accepted scientific worldview over the Bible since the Church did not want to repeat the 
mistake made with Copernicus in 1547 (19). 
Sanctifying Military Might  
The military might of others continued to be an issue for the Israelites long after 
the days of Solomon. While many in Israel did not appreciate being a part of the Pax 
Romana, one benefit of the army that enforced this peace was the massive network of 
Roman roads. In Britain alone, scholars have identified over five thousand miles of 
Roman roads that were used for the military, business, and for the Imperial Post (Boren 
242-43). Paul, and other disciples, took advantage of these roads built for war to travel 
quickly declaring the truth of the Prince of Peace. The parallel to the twenty-first century 
is intriguing because the Internet was originally designed for the United States military. 
The apostolic example suggests that disciples could use what was meant for earthly 
warfare to engage in spiritual warfare instead.  
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In addition to using the roads to travel, Paul also traveled by ship and experienced 
at least three times the disaster of a shipwreck (2 Cor. 11:25), thus reminding Christians 
that the dangers of technology should not cause them to evade it. Finally, readers of the 
Bible observe Paul writing numerous letters to convey theology, rebukes, words of love, 
and requests for aid. The Internet provides a new means for communicating those same 
vital messages.  
Careaga exhorts a complete implementation of the Internet by the Church. Church 
leaders need to break free of the printed page and support efforts to put the Bible on the 
Web with appropriate passages connected with hyperlinks. Hyperlinked documents are 
the medium for the net culture, and for them to take the Bible seriously, someone should 
create a hyperlinked translation of the Bible. A Bible that is visual and connected does 
contain an element of danger because the average Bible reader does not have the 
background to differentiate the claims of Holy Scripture to the commentaries or sermons 
that could be linked in such a translation (“Holy Hypertext”). 
A leader in employing the Internet, Ginghamsburg United Methodist Church is 
committed to speaking to today’s culture and has made tremendous use of their Web site. 
Nevertheless, an intriguing dichotomy exists in this congregation committed to speaking 
today’s language. Ginghamsburg has chosen not to enter the television ministry because 
in the words of Michael Slaughter, the goal is to “get butts in the pews” (Stephenson). At 
the same time, they have also become leaders in online streaming of their worship 
services, first in audio and now on video. It is a ministry that has people from multiple 
countries watching every week. If the technology ministry team is slow in posting the 
Sunday sermon, they will receive multiple e-mails asking what is wrong (Stephenson). 
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Internet Use 
The year associated with the atomic bomb, 1945, also marks the date of the first 
real computer (Sweet 32). The first connection between two computer systems took place 
in 1969 with the connection of computers at UCLA and Stanford. The United States 
defense department made a rapid implementation of this new discovery. They developed 
the first Internet application through a program called ARPANET, which was a means of 
insuring that data would not be lost in the event of war (Gromov). The limitation of the 
Internet to major corporations and government was radically removed with the invention 
of the microprocessor. The microprocessor enabled the average individual to purchase a 
desktop computer with the same power as that which used to fill a whole room (Wayner 
69). E-mail was developed in 1971, and six years later, it truly took off as a means of 
communication. The World Wide Web was introduced in 1991, and the Internet began to 
change the culture radically (Gromov). With the 1994 launch of Netscape, the Internet 
came to the masses (Sweet 33). Instant Messaging became a popular feature in 1996 with 
the introduction of Buddy Lists for AOL and ICQ (I Seek You) for those outside the 
AOL community (Instant Messaging Guide). Like the McDonalds of old, Google 
advertises a sum of Web pages available to search, and that number has now topped three 
billion (Google). The Internet is here, and it is changing the way the world transfers 
information. The following three sections examine Internet users, Internet resources, and 
Internet future. 
Internet Users 
The first e-mail message was sent in 1971 by Ray Tomlison, and in the three 
decades since then it has become a way of life for many (Fallows 23). In studying the use 
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of e-mail among online local government officials, several signs of its power are noted. 
First, 90 percent of those online officials use e-mail directly in their work each week. In 
addition, 25 percent of elected city officials receive e-mail from their constituents daily. 
E-mail is an effective means of communicating viewpoints and building relationships. It 
does not answer all issues. In terms of debate and reaching consensus, it has not proven 
effective. In addition, since 53 percent of officials stated that their e-mail falls under the 
realm of the Freedom of Information Act, privacy issues are also present. In summary, e-
mail is effective for communicating; however, limitations exist (Larsen and Brennan).  
A broader survey taken in December 2002 noted that 62 percent of all working 
Americans have Internet access and 98 percent of those use e-mail as a part of their work 
(Fallows 2). The group of participants still represents a select demographic group: 82 
percent are white, 51 percent are college graduates, 55 percent make more than fifty 
thousand dollars a year, and the majority are between the ages of 30-49 (6). In comparing 
communication methods, e-mail was the preferred method over phone or in person, 
except in handling problems or sensitive issues. For these two areas, face-to-face 
communication was said to be the most effective (9). For the pastor who wants to be 
available to members of the congregation, e-mail is highly effective. Fallows research 
notes that e-mail might be too effective since 34 percent of the survey participants 
thought they were too accessible (13). Applying Fallows’ data to the local church pastor, 
e-mail is an efficient tool for keeping in contact with people. Many parishioners sense 
that they could not have contact with their pastor otherwise. In particular, e-mail is a 
great tool for setting up meetings with individuals to discuss the sensitive pastoral issues. 
A comparison between the previously mentioned national surveys and a local 
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community within the survey population proved interesting. In Chattanooga, Tennessee, 
53.1 percent of the homes have a personal computer, and only 41.6 percent of these 
homes have Internet access. The average home connects to the Internet nine times per 
week for an average of forty-six minutes per session (Chattanooga Internet 
Demographics). Chattanooga is only one of the three midsized communities in the 
sample area, yet it points to a possible trend in the region. These numbers are lower than 
the reported percentages nationwide, which are 61 percent for owning a personal 
computer and 59 percent for having Internet access from their homes. With broadband 
(cable and DSL) only being available for individual homes for the last two years in 
Chattanooga, apparently the city lags behind the national average of those 45 percent that 
are using a form of broadband (Barna, “Americans Embrace Technologies”).  
In 2001, three million people a day accessed the World Wide Web for religious 
reasons, up 50 percent from 2000 (Larsen, Cyberfaith 2) These persons seeking religious 
information online represent 25 percent of the Internet community (6). This group is 
noted for already actively participating within a faith community and use the Internet 
multiple times a week in order to supplement their faith development (8-9). Other 
defining characteristics of the “religious surfer” are their activities of prayer, worship, 
volunteer work, small groups, talking with clergy, and confession (10). Primarily, 
religious surfers are seeking information about the group to which they already belong, 
which in turn strengthens the sense of bonding they have with that group (17). Thus in 
the end, effective ministry Web sites should focus on providing information about their 
organization and devotional material.  
A challenge that hinders the Internet Church is how to build community. With the 
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removal of time and distance, the Internet appears to have tremendous potential for 
developing community. The tools of e-mails, chat rooms, blogs (online diaries), and 
discussion boards all provide ways in which community takes place. Another aspect of 
the Internet community is that while many people are tremendously hesitant to enter a 
church, they are less resistant to joining an Internet discussion about spirituality (Careaga, 
“Cyber Congregations”). Careaga, a vocal proponent of online communities, 
demonstrates some of the limitations to online communities through his statement: “It is a 
strange but delightful sensation” when meeting persons face-to-face with whom he only 
had experienced online community (“Net Gains”). 
The area of interest for evangelism1 is the non-Christians. These not-yet believers 
only use the Web for religious purposes 9 percent of their online time (Larsen, Cyberfaith 
8). Chuck Russell, as a part of the Web team that puts together the United Methodist 
denominational Web site, notes that their site has transformed because of this 
opportunity. In the beginning, the Web site was designed solely for Methodist leaders. In 
their recent surveys, they have observed that while their church leaders are still the 
largest user group, a growing number of visitors come from non-Methodist backgrounds. 
In response, they have continued to provide business functions to Methodist leaders; 
however, the ministry function of the site has moved to the home page with the 
prominent positioning of articles appropriate to seekers (Russell et al.).  
Internet Resources 
Education and wealth are the two predominate factors in predicting who owns the 
current technological devices (Barna, “Americans Embrace Technologies”). This 
                                                 
1 See Evangelism Bulletin Listserv for bimonthly bulletins listing various ways in which the Web 
is being used most effectively for sharing the gospel of Christ (Whitaker). 
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predictor value holds true as well for congregations. Wired Churches, Wired Temples 
notes that 91 percent of those congregations with budgets over one half million dollars 
reported the Internet to have a positive impact on the congregation’s spiritual life (Larsen 
9). 
In terms of resources, the amazing trend to watch over the years is observing the 
continuous drop in the prices of computers. The top-of-the-line computer, which sold for 
well over three thousand dollars two years ago, sells for less than five hundred dollars 
today. Nevertheless, a digital divide still exists based on income, both nationally and 
internationally. Computers are becoming the mainstay in the American educational 
system, yet Internet access for the poor is still limited in part due to the monthly access 
fees. The digital divide is an issue for the Church in terms of missions and evangelism 
programs. Evangelism methods for those connected and those unconnected differ. In 
addition, providing resources for the impoverished may include providing free access to 
the Internet and training. 
The issue of how to build a Web site is usually the first one addressed by those 
wanting to discuss church Web sites. Putting it last may be more appropriate because 
only after dealing with the resources of audience and ministry focus should one start to be 
concerned about the actual implementation (Russell et al.). A few common suggestions 
need to be heard. First, since the majority of the United States is still using dial-up access 
to the Internet, pages need to load quickly. The Ginghamsburg standard of less than thirty 
seconds over a 28.8 baud modem is worth keeping (Stephenson; Careaga, “Cyber 
Congregations”). Jakob Nielson and Marie Tahir’s studies on Homepage Usability are 
worth studying for those who truly want to make the most of their sites. Considering the 
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target audience of a Web site is valuable. Of course, the “You are Going to Hell” Web 
site approaches its target audience with an attitude that would appear to turn away the 
average non-Christian. Finally, before accepting material from the Web, checking the 
source is always wise. In 2002, multiple groups advised against using church trappings as 
part of a church Web site since these have a strong negative impact. While those 
repeating the advice gave the impression that this idea was proven data, the person 
responsible for the survey states that the basis is a “highly unscientific poll of skeptics” 
(India). To witness effectively, churches need to be truthful. Deception only leads to 
problems later (Careaga, E-Vangelism 135). 
Creating an effective Web site is dependent upon the quality of the Web site. 
Signs of quality include pages that load quickly with no multimedia shows, up-to-date 
material, overall professional image, short articles, and understandability by churched 
and unchurched (Russell and Hankins). 
 A truly powerful church Web site takes the resources of a team to put it together. 
Ginghamsburg in its early years of cyber ministry would hold large classes and teach 
participants how to create Web pages. What they discovered from this process is that they 
had many people in the church that knew how to create Web pages and no one helping 
with the church site. They have moved to a mentoring model where they bring persons 
alongside and work together on various projects within the church. This model has 
created one of the top sites in the country (Stephenson). The other aspect to the model is 
realizing that technical skills alone are not enough. A complete Web ministry needs 
persons skilled in graphic design, writing, biblical knowledge, computer hardware, and 
computer software (Careaga, “Cyber Congregations”). The average church will find 
   
Burch 33 
many of these very persons within their younger members. Churches are encouraged to 
use their teenagers as long as they are given encouragement and oversight (Stephenson). 
Resources make a difference. Besides the need for financial resources, skilled 
artisans are also needed. When Moses was guiding the construction of the tabernacle, 
God provided for both the finances and the needed labor. Bezalel and Oholiab were the 
two men empowered by God to excel in the sanctuary construction, and they were to 
teach others (Exod. 36:1). Web design is an art form. It has a very specific programming 
format; however, the actual design of the pages requires an artistic skill. God still 
empowers persons with skills so that they might bring glory to God. Pastors are 
encouraged to pray for Spirit-empowered Web programmers and artists so the Church 
might excel in design and glorify God. 
A branch of research called diffusion has existed since the mid-1940s (Yates 5). 
The focus of diffusion research is examining how society adopts an innovation and how 
well it accepts that innovation into daily life. Two aspects of that research are of 
particular interest to this study. The first is individual-innovationist theory, which states 
that in the general population five difference styles are visible in how people respond to 
change. These are innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards 
(Rogers 272). The other aspect to this research is the concept of perceived attributes. 
Before an innovation is adopted, it must go through a process of acceptance. The 
completion point of this acceptance is when the innovation offers observable results 
(253). 
Internet Future 
Change is a part of life, and humankind must learn to accept it and look for new 
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opportunities each day (Johnson, 74). With computer processors continuing to double in 
power every eighteen months, this paper will, at best, only portray the world as it is now. 
Leonard Sweet told Jerome Smith, one of his doctoral students, that the field of 
technology is hard to research because the researcher must stay constantly informed since 
it changes so rapidly (Smith). One model for predicting the impact of the Internet is the 
printing press. The printing press was a tool the Protestant Reformers used effectively for 
their ministry. It enabled them to communicate their doctrine to the masses rapidly. 
Where this model breaks down is how the authorities responded to the invention. During 
the Reformation, Church and government agencies destroyed printing presses and banned 
books. In the United States, the government has supported the Internet and the vast 
majority of Christian denominations host their own Web site. For those wanting to 
predict another reformation of the Church, perhaps they should look to the two countries 
that are banning the Internet. China and North Korea are two countries in the world that 
have most consistently attempted to stop or limit the Internet (Chinoy; Lemon). In the 
midst of this crackdown, two powerful forces are at work, the house church movement in 
China and the South Korea cell-church movement. These are the places and models to 
watch if looking for a reformation movement. 
Another means of comprehending an innovation’s potential future is to 
understand the original goal of an inventor. Originally, the Internet was a means of 
redundantly connecting computers so that in the event of war, the loss of a single 
computer system would not stop all national computer communications (Murray 9). 
Besides being a communication tool, another paradigm for understanding the Internet 
comes from the experience of Ray Bowman, who is a church-building consultant. He had 
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a set image for what a church was to be—a building with a sanctuary, fellowship hall, 
and office space. This paradigm changed when he served as a consultant on a building 
project instead of as an architect. His image of a church building changed, and now he 
sees buildings as tools for ministry. After that, he began to design churches around the 
ministry function of each local congregation (Bowman and Hall 44). This concept of the 
Internet as a tool is one accepted by Steven M. Murray (93). The Internet as a tool for 
ministry is a view supported by David McKay for when the local church views its Web 
site as a ministry then it will receive the time and finances needed to support it. Faith 
Green refines the paradigm of local church Web sites by declaring that the way in which 
a congregation designs their church Web site should reflect the purpose of the local 
church in its text, pictures, and background designs (Russell et al.). Some exponents of 
the Internet have declared that it is more than a tool, even declaring it an organic space 
where relationships can occur (Careaga, “Church Internet”). If the power of computers 
continues to double every eighteen months, a computer processor equivalent to the 
human brain should be available within a couple of decades. Even then, computers still 
retain the function of tools, because they only do what they are told to do. In the realm of 
science fiction, robots that think, act, and feel human emotions exist. In current scientific 
achievements, computers and the Internet remain as no more than tools, tools the Church 
has the opportunity to use for service to God. 
The proclamation of the Internet being a tool for ministry needs to continue. In 
the days following 11 September, twenty-two major denominational Web sites did update 
their homepages to provide a portal for giving. Not one site attempted to deal with major 
theological questions such as why God allows evil (Rainie 40). On the other hand, one 
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church is having tremendous results. Pinecrest Community Church Pastor Bob Meyer 
states, “Nearly 100% of the people who visit Pinecrest these days come as a result of 
finding us on the Web site. It is by far our most effective ‘advertising’ to let people know 
we exist” (qtd. in Whitaker, “Pinecrest Community Church”). 
Applying the image of church building as a tool for ministry to the Internet raises 
the possibility of an Internet church. In 1998 with much ado, the Cyber Church was 
launched. At first glance, it presents itself as a fully functional church with sermons, 
music, prayer ministry, and membership. The “church” currently boasts a membership of 
over seven hundred, yet each mention of “member” is found in quotes. The “church” 
faces the dilemma of administering the sacraments. Their ecclesiology states, “The 
church is a local body of baptized believers.” The site declares a doctrine of baptism by 
immersion, which is “prerequisite to the privileges of church membership.” Finally, the 
Web site declares that the Cyber Church is a “ministry of Christian Witness Ministries 
and a part of Friendship Baptist Church, Litchfield, CT” (Deaton). Separating the hype 
from the reality leaves the Cyber Church as being a tool for ministry as a well-done Web 
site.  
Smith, the webmaster for the Southeast Jurisdiction of the United Methodist 
Church, is one person seeing multiple uses of the Internet now and in the future. In 
addition to putting sermons online in text, audio, and video formats, the Web can be used 
for ministry in other areas. He sees the future of Web ministry to be based on interactive 
Web design. Interactive design includes online learning and live video streaming (Smith). 
Perhaps Smith is not dreaming enough since all these elements were active within three 
years of his vision-casting statement yet still rarely employed within local church Web 
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sites.   
Church Growth 
Over the last fifty years, church growth has become a popular literary topic. One 
motif presented among these books is that church growth is dependent upon a single 
issue. On the other hand, perhaps Donald A. McGavran is correct in stating that the 
“why” of church growth is a complex issue (92). The singular solution theories 
mentioned are prayer, leadership, program, lay ministries, evangelism, and hard work. 
The question raised after examining these is whether a combination of some or all of 
these might result in the success of a growing church. 
Single Solution 
 One message of church growth literature is that by making a single change in the 
congregational life all that is wrong will disappear. With all the problems gone, the way 
for numerical growth in the church will be clear. Prayer is one of those realms mentioned. 
Jim Cymbala, who experienced a powerful call from God to lead the church in prayer 
(Cymbala and Merrill 25), and Terry Teykl, who is committed to prayer-evangelism as a 
tool for church growth (Renewal Ministries), represent those leaders in this call to action. 
Interesting enough, while Cymbala lives out his call to prayer, his church, the Brooklyn 
Tabernacle, is world renowned for its use of music that reflects the culture of the New 
York community where the congregation has grown. Prayer is a key ingredient in church 
growth, but declaring that it serves as the sole reason for growth appears too simplistic. 
Warren instead declares that “prayer alone will not grow a church” (Warren 58).  
 Another realm developed through the literature is that of visionary leadership. 
Adam Hamilton declares that a church will never grow until it has a strategic plan and 
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works that plan (28). “Quality of pastoral leadership is one of the most significant 
indicators of the current health and potential influence of the Church in America” (Barna, 
Second Coming 29). Barna continues this church growth analysis by noting that less than 
5 percent of U. S. pastors indicate that they have the spiritual gift of leadership (36). Bill 
Hybels, who is convinced that the local church is God’s answer, sees the future of the 
church in the hands of its leaders (27). While each of these leaders expose the key role of 
leadership in church growth, each of them also sees that leadership by itself is not 
enough.  
Another branch of church growth literature declares that following the right 
program will bring growth to a local congregation. Changed lives are positively linked 
with programs such as Alpha, the John Wesley Great Experiment, 40 Days of Purpose, 
and the Walk to Emmaus. The creators of the programs may give credit to the power of 
God for the results, yet their training material, states that the true path to success comes in 
not deviating from the parent model (Housholder; Morris 9; Cutrone). Thus, indicating 
the program itself is the source of success. In contrast, Loren B. Mead declares that 
tinkering with programs will not fix the church (70). Alan Nelson and Gene Appel see 
this program emphasis leading to attachment to methods at the expense of purpose (xxii). 
The Protestant Reformation brought tremendous change to the Church. One 
component of that revival that did not see fulfillment was the arena of lay ministry. John 
Ed Matheson by example has shown how a church can expand through the equipping of 
the saints. Greg Ogden sees the church as a place where pastors fulfill their calling to 
equip others for ministry. Lay ministry is calling the people to be a part of the action (19).  
Culturally sensitive evangelism is considered a key element in church growth. 
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Strobel wants to know if the church will go to where the people are and enter into their 
lives (83-85). Mark Mittelberg exhorts leaders to build a contagious church where 
evangelism is involved in every aspect of the church, and then go across cultural 
boundaries and meet people where they are (71). Max Helton, the NASCAR chaplain, put 
this model into practice through his Hanging Out Personal Evangelism Model. He calls 
servants of God to go into the world of others, observe, learn, and become a part of their 
world. Instead of being judgmental, he just gets to know the people where they live. This 
model of evangelism correlates with the writings of other church growth experts (e.g., 
Warren; Hunter; McGavran), yet church growth is more than an evangelism model.  
In the midst of these techniques for achieving church growth, the underlying 
message is the requirement of hard work. Hamilton recalls the sixteen-hour days and 
seventy-hour work weeks (186). Hybels considered slowing down was disobeying God 
(Hybels and Hybels 45). Barna states that change is not dependent on hard work but right 
thinking. The worldview of followers of Christ makes a difference because when they 
think like Jesus they act like him (Think Like Jesus 4). 
Complex Solution 
In exploring the future of the Church, Mead calls leaders to focus on seven issues. 
These topics are summed up in dealing with change both on a personal and corporate 
level and holding on to strong personal values (71-80). This correlates with James C. 
Collins and Jerry L. Porras’ studies of lasting corporations where they have found that 
core values plus purpose yield a core ideology (73). In terms of purpose, Warren has led 
the way through his call for churches to focus on fellowship, worship, discipleship, 
missions, and evangelism as their primary purpose.  
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Those who have seen a multifaceted aspect to church growth (e.g., Hunter, 
Church for the Unchurched; Schwarz; Callahan; McGavran; Rainer) agree on one fact, 
church growth includes a focus on evangelism. Together these five compile a list of ten 
other possible ingredients needed for church growth. The ingredients missing from the 
list as having a role in church growth are hard work and programs. The other ten 
ingredients are small groups, prayer, Scripture, inspiring worship, missions, structure, 
leadership, lay ministries, loving relationships, and adapting to culture. These leaders in 
church growth do not show Internet use as a direct factor in church growth, except in the 
area of cultural anthropology, a point about which Barna is emphatic.  
Kennon Callahan and Christian A. Schwarz also include discussions of what 
limits church growth. Callahan has six areas where churches need to deal with functional 
issues such as inadequate parking, finances, and space that limit growth. He is quick to 
point out that focusing on the church growth ingredients creates satisfaction, and dealing 
with these issues only lowers discomfort (xiv-xv). Schwarz shows a negative correlation 
between traditionalism, liberalism, church size and growth (28, 46). 
In conclusion, the time to grow churches in one’s own strength instead of using 
God’s means needs to end (Schwarz 7). The Psalmist declares, “Unless the Lord builds 
the house, the builders labor in vain” (127:1). The key issue is church health, not church 
growth (Warren 17), a conclusion with which Schwarz agrees. His “biotic” principle is 
based on the idea that healthy plants grow and produce fruit, and in the same method, 
healthy churches thrive and yield fruit (10-11). With a focus on church health, Schwarz is 
able to develop his principle of 65. Those congregations that show a ranking of 65 or 
more in all eight areas of his measurements of church health grow (40-41). 
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Research Methodology 
This survey sought to get a glimpse of the effectiveness of the Internet in the local 
church. This goal is held in check with Dr. Schultze’s comment, “We don’t have a clue 
about how to measure effective online ministry” (2). Perhaps at best this survey 
methodology can only tell how growing, declining, and stable churches are using the 
Internet.  
Because this study has its beginnings in an online survey, similar methodology 
was used for this study. The advantages of a questionnaire survey are that it provides for 
a larger sample, quantitative data, and lends itself to both a traditional paper version or 
for use as an online version.  
Online surveys have several benefits. Compared to phone, letter, or personal 
interview methods, the online survey is the least expensive. In addition, data is directly 
entered thus reducing human transcription error, particularly when allowing review of 
previous questions. Another advantage of online surveys is that they can be broken up 
into sections so that participants will not become discouraged. One intriguing possibility 
offered by online surveys is the use of adaptive questions. This method allows the answer 
to one question to determine whether other questions will be presented or not. Adaptive 
questions eliminate unnecessary questions and allow for more in-depth questions when 
appropriate (Pitkow and Recker 2-3). 
Online surveys also have many advantages over asking for answers via e-mail. 
Answers are automatically entered and entered correctly. As one teenager conducting a 
survey for a science fair has learned, creating e-mail lists and seeking unlimited replies 
can generate unlimited responses. She received 160,487 responses in just over three 
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weeks before closing the account (Poole). 
Using the Internet for surveys presents some drawbacks. The first is that the same 
person can enter results multiple times. One example of how multiple responses can skew 
results is the CNN opinion poll in the summer of 2003 where respondents were asked to 
share how they felt about “homosexual marriages.” The number of times persons could 
express their opinion was not limited so the survey only measured how many times those 
for and against the issue clicked a reply. A lengthy survey lacking immediate results 
should not experience this aberration. Asking respondents to provide contact information 
in a separate database provides an additional level of security.  
Another drawback is that not everyone in the sample group may be using the 
Internet. They may not check their e-mail regularly, or some may not get the invitational 
e-mail due to changes in e-mail addresses or spam filters. Offering both an online and 
paper version of the survey adds an extra level of complication to the process and may 
have some effect on the results. Nevertheless, in order to include those churches that are 
not using the Internet, incorporating a traditional paper version of the survey was 
warranted.  
William Wiersma mentions several means of increasing participation. One 
essential part is the cover letter. He notes that effective cover letters coming from a 
respected individual with ties to the participants can improve participation and provide 
legitimacy (183-84). Another means of increasing participation is through incentives. 
Because incentives work best when provided with the survey instrument, the issue of 
incentives brought the online and paper versions of the invitation into conflict (187). 
While both forms of surveys can receive a promise of examination of the results, 
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providing an incentive to an online invitation and e-mail proved elusive. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 The purpose of this study was to explore Internet use among the growing 
congregations within the Holston Conference of the United Methodist Church.  
Research Question #1 
 
 What is the relationship between growing churches and Internet use? 
For this study, church growth was operationalized using the Church Growth 
Factor (Fcg). This composite score is based on worship attendance, membership, and 
professions of faith for the years 2000 to 2003 (for the actual formula see Table 3.1). The 
growing churches were identified as those having a Church Growth Factor ranked in the 
top third of churches in the subpopulation (NSP). 
In a similar manner, Internet use was also objectified. A composite score, the 
Internet Use Index, was developed based on the responses to questions on e-mail, World 
Wide Web, the local church Web site, and whether the survey was returned using the 
Internet or the postal system. E-mail use was based on the responses to survey questions 
fifteen through nineteen and question twenty-two. Questions twenty-three through 
twenty-six were used to determine the use of the World Wide Web. Local church Web 
site implementation was derived from the answers to questions twenty-seven through 
thirty-one. Appendix I provides a list of questions and how each answer was scored to 
develop the composite Internet use score.  
Research Question #2 
 
Which components of the Internet Use Index correlate with the Church Growth 
Factor? 
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 While the first research question examined Internet use as a single composite 
score, research question two examined the three component aspects of Internet use 
individually and compared these to the Church Growth Factor. The three components 
were quantified as the: E-Mail Use Index, World Wide Web Use Index, and Local Web 
Site Index (see Appendix I).   
Research Question #3 
 
What is the relationship between local church demographics with church growth 
and Internet use? 
Information on local church demographics was gathered from survey questions 
six through ten. The questions asked the pastors to compare their congregations to the 
geographic regional means in the areas of Internet access, age, education, and income. 
Pastors were also asked about the population of the community in which their local 
congregation is located. These five questions provide basic points of demographic data 
on each congregation’s culture. Previous Internet-use studies (Spooner 3) showed that 
age, education, and income are predictors of Internet usage.  
Research Question #4 
 
What is the relationship between pastoral demographics with church growth and 
Internet use? 
 Pastoral demographic information was provided by answers to questions eleven, 
twelve, and fourteen. The questions sought to learn the pastor’s age, education, and the 
years served at current congregation. The age and education data were collected in order 
to compare them to those from the Wired Temples, Wired Churches study. The question 
of years served is based on the comments of Peterson and Warren that found long-term 
   
Burch 46 
pastorates have a positive impact on church growth (Warren 13; Peterson 18-22).  
Population and Sample 
The population (NT) for this study consisted of the 940 churches that made up the 
Holston Conference of the United Methodist Church in 2000. In order to eliminate 
multiple responses from the same pastor or multiple responses from churches with 
multiple pastors, the subpopulation (NSP) was defined as the senior pastor of the largest 
church in each pastoral charge or cluster. Only churches that had published data for all 
four years were included. This action removed from the population new church starts and 
churches that had closed or merged during the four year period. 
 These criteria reduced the total population (NT) to a group of 567 churches, which 
formed the subpopulation (NSP). The subpopulation NSP was then subdivided into 
growing (Ng), stable (Ns), and declining (Nd) churches (see Appendix F). The method for 
determining this division was developed using deciles of the three components making up 
the Church Growth Factor. The Church Growth Factor was based on membership, 
attendance, and professions of faith data from 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003. Sandra 
Ruebush, the Holston conference coordinator of software and databases, provided this 
information. While church growth is more than a series of statistics, this formula 
provided a means of quantifying growth from the more than seventy numbers provided 
annually to the conference by each congregation (see Table 3.1). 
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Table 3.1. Church Growth Factor Fcg Formula
Growth Factor Components 
 
Formula 
 
Membership 
 
Change in membership 
between 31 December 2003 
and 31 December 1999, 
compensated by the sum of 
members withdrawn, ranked 
in deciles. 
Attendance 
 
Change in average worship 
attendance between 2003 and 
2000, ranked in deciles. 
 
Professions of Faith 
Sum of Professions of faith for 
2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003, 
ranked in deciles. 
Church Growth Factor (Fcg)
 
Sum of the above 
 
 
 
 
The Church Growth Factor (Fcg) for each congregation was determined by 
summing the three component deciles (see Table 3.1). The first component of the Fcg is 
change in membership. This component was calculated by determining the gain or loss 
between the 31 December 2003 membership of a local church and the 31 December 1999 
membership. This difference was then modified by the sum of the persons withdrawn 
from a local congregation during 2000 to 2003. The reason for including the sum of 
membership withdrawals is that traditionally local churches only use the withdrawn 
category while in the process of updating membership rolls. I did not want to penalize a 
congregation because they were keeping their records current. The data from the close of 
1999 was used because it allowed the longest time span for tracking membership from 
the data available. Numerical change was chosen over percentage change to provide 
greater generalizability. This process appeared to favor the larger congregations; 
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however, in examining the final divisions, small, medium, and large congregations were 
represented in all three categories. All churches contained in NT were used to determine 
the decile ranking.  
The second component used to create Fcg was change in attendance. The data 
points used to determine change in attendance were the average worship attendance for 
2000 and 2003. The difference between these two figures was calculated for each 
congregation and then all churches in NT were given a decile ranking.  
The third component of Fcg was professions of faith. A sum of the professions of 
faith for the churches for the years 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003 was obtained, and all 
churches in NT were given a decile ranking.  
Summing the three components gave a Fcg for each congregation. The churches 
making up the subpopulation NSP were then divided into three groups based on equal 
divisions of Fcg. Those with a ranking of four to twelve were assigned to the declining 
population Nd. The population of stable churches (Ns) was defined as any church with a 
ranking from thirteen to twenty-one. Finally, those with a ranking over twenty-two were 
assigned to the growing church population Ng. Summary statistics for each group are in 
Table 3.2. All 154 congregations making up the growing church subpopulation Ng 
formed the sample population for this study (ns). 
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Table 3.2. Basic Statistics for Subpopulations Nd, Ns, and Ng
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Declining churches Nd 149 190 111,580 6.6 (19.9) (15.6) 
Stable churches Ns 264 225 130,873 12.5 (2.8) (4.3) 
Growing churches Ng (equals 
Sample Population ns) 
154 410 283,144 33.1 43.4 24.4 
Subpopulation NSP 567 
 
263 167364 16.4 5.3 0.5 
 
 
 
Survey Design 
 The instrument was a researcher-designed, multiple-choice survey (see Appendix 
C). This survey consisted of thirty-eight questions divided into six sections. The first 
question asked the pastor to supply the denominational church identification number. For 
those who completed the preprinted version of the survey, this number was already 
printed on the survey. This unique six-digit number allowed each survey to be correlated 
with the historical church growth data. All remaining questions in the survey were either 
closed multiple-choice or a five-point Likert type.  
The second section of the survey consisted of nine questions. The first four 
questions provided information about the available resources for Web ministry at the 
local congregation. The next five questions probed the local community demographics. 
Four of these questions used a Likert-type response. The comparison figures for these 
four questions came from the U. S. Census Bureau for the regions represented by the total 
population (United States Census Bureau). The next section of the survey sought to 
examine pastoral demographics. Logically demographic questions are placed at the end 
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of the survey so that the participant’s first impression of the survey deals with the 
primary topic. The instrument pretesting showed that non-Internet users were prone not 
to complete a survey when faced with a series of questions with which they did not 
connect. Placing the demographic questions first was done to increase the rate of 
response for non-Internet users.  
To further increase response from pastors who did not use aspects of the Internet, 
each of the last three sections of the instrument began with a “yes/no” question about 
usage of a particular Internet component. For those who responded “no,” they were 
invited to skip to the next section of the survey. The first of these three Internet usage 
sections dealt with the pastor’s use of e-mail. After the initial use/nonuse question, five 
questions provided data from which the quantified E-Mail Use Index was calculated. 
Two other questions dealt with how the senior pastor ranked e-mail in terms of 
effectiveness in church growth and member support. The next section of the instrument 
examined the pastor’s use of the World Wide Web. All four questions in this section were 
used to determine the World Wide Web Use Index. The first question was the “yes/no” 
question to eliminate nonusers, followed by one question seeking to learn how often the 
users accessed the World Wide Web. The two remaining questions sought to learn the 
breadth of information gathered by the pastor from the World Wide Web. The last twelve 
questions of the survey dealt with local church Web sites. Four primary questions 
provided the data for the determination of the Local Web Site Use Index. The last seven 
questions explored how pastors rate the effectiveness of a local church Web site for 
growth and support and probed to understand why local churches continue to maintain a 
Web site. All seven Likert-type questions in this section used identical scales to assist the 
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participants in responding.  
To improve validity, six of the survey questions were modeled after those used in 
other published Internet surveys. A complete list of these questions and the results 
obtained from these previous surveys are in Appendix D. Modifications to these 
questions were made to reflect the population of the study. These modifications mean that 
actual comparisons between the results gathered from this survey and the prior surveys 
are limited. 
 Another method used to improve validity was the four pretests. The first pretest 
was given to a research reflection team, a group of laity from Tyner United Methodist 
Church who took a written survey instrument. This group varied tremendously in their 
personal and work-related technology use. The second test of the survey questions was 
conducted with a group of six associate pastors in the Chattanooga area. Since these 
participants were associate pastors, they looked at the survey initially through the eyes of 
the large church: however, all of those involved had served multiple small congregations 
throughout Holston.  
The third pretest was conducted at Tyner United Methodist Church. This pretest 
only included those questions that applied to laity. The modified survey instrument was 
presented to the congregation during the 2 November 2003 morning worship as a bulletin 
insert (see Appendix G). The results emphasized three issues: All nontechnical questions 
needed to be moved to the beginning of the survey to improve response rates from 
participants who have not entered the digital age (see Appendix H). Confusing technical 
jargon was still present. For instance, Question 1 on the Tyner Survey asked if 
participants owned a “desktop computer.” Question 2 asked how many computers they 
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owned. A percentage (4.8 percent) responded to Question 1 affirming they owned one or 
more computers. This same group in Question 2 indicating that did not own either a 
“desktop computer,” or a “laptop/notebook PC.” In addition, some aspects of the Internet 
are apparently too esoteric for the intended recipients. One example is that less than 5 
percent of respondents had used a chat room in the last month.  
The final pretest was done to check the functionality of the online component. 
Members of the Tyner United Methodist Church were invited via e-mail to complete the 
online version of the survey. This pretesting showed that the survey could be completed 
in less than fifteen minutes, and respondents could be expected to understand the 
questions correctly. 
Variable Operationalization 
Internet use was defined as e-mail use by the pastor, World Wide Web use by the 
pastor, the content of the local church Web site, and means of survey completion. Internet 
use was examined through sets of questions. Each set of questions began by asking 
participants if they had used this aspect of the Internet or not. For those who answered in 
the affirmative, they were asked to complete other multiple-choice questions dealing with 
that aspect of the Internet. The quantification of the responses formed an Internet Use 
Index (see Appendix I for details of quantification). Thus, this method operationalized 
each component of Internet use and the sum of the quantified scales provided a 
researcher-defined measurement of Internet use. The description for growing church 
operationalization is in the section on Population and Sample (see Table 3.1 p. 47).  
Data Collection 
 
In the first round of contact, a packet was sent to each pastor whose church was 
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included among the growing churches (ns) on 19 February 2004 (see Appendix B). This 
packet included a transmittal cover letter from by Dr. Al Bowles, current district 
superintendent for Chattanooga and a key leader of the Holston delegation to the 2004 
General Conference, and printed on his office stationery (see Appendix E). The letter 
offered participants the option of completing the survey online by going to a specific 
URL link. Also, included in the mailed packet were the printed survey, preaddressed 
return envelope, and a dollar bill for postage and incentive.   
 A follow up process started on 3 March 2004. A cover letter with URL link to the 
online survey, survey in printed format, and a stamped, self-addressed envelope were 
mailed to those who had not completed a survey. The cover letter was similar to the 
original letter with the addition of stating that the deadline for completing the survey was 
18 March 2004 and their participation was eagerly sought. No incentives were included 
in this mailing. Finally, on 13 March 2004, for those who had yet to respond, individual 
e-mails were sent to the pastors whose e-mail was available. Since 90.9 percent of pastors 
in ns had published e-mail addresses and the survey dealt with Internet use, e-mail was 
deemed an effective way of sending a final reminder. No additional follow-up was 
provided for those pastors who did not have a valid e-mail address.  
This plan allowed each participant to receive up to three invitations to take part in 
the survey process. At each step, participants were invited to reply either online or 
through the printed version of the survey. After the 18 March 2004 conclusion date, a 
letter was sent to all participants via e-mail or the postal system thanking them for their 
participation. All participants were told that the final survey results would be posted on 
the Tyner Web site by 31 March 2004.  
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The use of the Tyner United Methodist Church Web space served as a 
convenience to me in my position as associate pastor and member of the Web ministry 
team. Copying the online survey data directly into a database eliminated entry error. To 
limit entry error in the surveys returned by postal mail, I used a copy of the online survey 
Web site to record the mailed data and transfer it into a database. The database also 
included notations on how the survey was completed, and idiosyncrasies about each 
survey.  
At the end of the survey period, the survey data was collated with the matching 
conference data used to develop Fcg. This matching data included the attendance, 
membership, withdrawals, and professions of faith for 2000 to 2003.   
Data Analysis 
A table posted on Tyner United Methodist Church Web site formed the initial 
report of the findings as promised to those who took part in the survey. This table 
presented each question and provided a breakdown of answers, by percentages, of how 
the population responded. In addition to the summary of the survey responses, the report 
also shared a summary of idiosyncrasies observed in the responses.  
The next stage of analysis involved looking for answers to the research questions. 
Data analysis was conducted by testing for the null hypothesis in each situation using a 
minimum significance level of 0.05. Christopher A. Hopkins, M.B.A. and a member of 
the University of Tennessee Chattanooga faculty, provided oversight and advice during 
the data analysis process. 
The first research question sought to discern if Larsen’s finding, in Wired 
Temples, Wired Churches, that growing churches use the Internet was consistent with 
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this population.  The following statistical method was used to examine the relationship 
between church growth and Internet use. Church growth as quantified by the Church 
Growth Factor (Fcg) was plotted against the quantified Internet Use Index (see Appendix I 
for quantification methodology). This created a scattergram (see Figure 3.1). In addition, 
the correlation coefficient was determined by the Pearson product-moment. Using this 
information, the null hypothesis was tested.  
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Figure 3.1. Scattergram Model of Internet Use Index and Church Growth Factor 
 
 
 
The second research question in this study examined how the different 
components of the Internet Use Index correlated with church growth. The descriptive 
statistics of mean and standard deviation were determined for all survey questions. Using 
the survey data, the growing congregations were divided into various groups and a t-
distribution analysis was completed (see Table 3.3). The t-distribution allowed for the 
examination of variations in the Church Growth Factor between similar groups. Using a 
one-way ANOVA test allowed for the exploration of variation in the Church Growth 
Factor between all six groupings of Internet use.  
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Table 3.3. Mean Church Growth Factor by Types of Internet Use Model 
Groupings Mean (µ) Church Growth Factor t-distribution 
 
No e-mail use  
 
µ1
Pastors who used e-mail 
 
µ2
 
t1 
 
 
No World Wide Web use µ3
Pastors who used the World Wide Web 
 
µ4
t2
 
No local church Web site µ5
Congregations with a local church Web site 
 
µ6
t3
One-way ANOVA 
 
F1 for µ1 to µ6 
  
 
  
The next research question dealt with the relationship between local church 
demographics with church growth and Internet use. The demographic questions dealt 
with comparing the regional norms to the local community in terms of Internet access, 
education, income, and age. The final demographic question dealt with the size of the 
community in which the church building is located. Each of the community 
demographics survey instrument questions were correlated with the Church Growth 
Factor and the three quantified components of the Internet Use Index (see Tables 3.4-
3.8). This testing involved multiple one-way ANOVA analysis.  
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Table 3.4. One-Way ANOVA Model of Adults with Internet Access with Growth 
and Internet Use Components  
 
Adults with Internet Access ANOVA  
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F-ratio 
 
Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
 
 
 
Table 3.5. One-Way ANOVA Model of Median Age with Growth and Internet Use 
Components  
 
Median Age ANOVA  
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
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Table 3.6. One-Way ANOVA Model of Household Income with Growth and 
Internet Use Components  
 
Household Income ANOVA  
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
 
 
Table 3.7. One-Way ANOVA Model of Adults with Bachelors Degree with Growth 
and Internet Use Components  
 
Adults with  
Bachelors Degree ANOVA 
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
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Table 3.8. One-Way ANOVA Model of City or Community Population with Growth 
and Internet Use Components  
 
City or Community  
Population ANOVA 
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
 
 
The fourth research question examined the relationship between pastoral 
demographics with church growth and Internet use. The three demographic issues of age, 
education, and years of service at the current appointment were then correlated with the 
Church Growth Factor and the three quantified components of Internet use. This testing 
involved multiple one-way ANOVA analysis (see Tables 3.9-3.11). Because some of the 
populations were too small for the assumption of normal distribution, the possibility of 
combining intervals was considered to provide returns that are more accurate.  
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Table 3.9. One-Way ANOVA Model of Pastoral Age with Growth and Internet Use  
 
Age Intervals ANOVA  
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
 
 
Table 3.10. One-Way ANOVA Model of Years at Current Appointment with 
Growth and Internet Use  
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Appointment ANOVA 
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
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Table 3.11. One-Way ANOVA Model of Pastoral Education with Growth and 
Internet Use  
 
Pastoral Education ANOVA  
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Church growth factor µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µ5 µ6 F1 for µ1 to µ6
Pastor’s use of e-mail µ7 µ8 µ9 µ10 µ11 µ12 F2 for µ7 to µ12 
Pastor’s use of World Wide Web µ13 µ14 µ15 µ16 µ17 µ18 F3 for µ13 to µ18 
Local church use of Web site 
 
µ19 µ20 µ21 µ22 µ23 µ24 F4 for µ19 to µ24
 
  
   
The next chapter of this paper shares the survey process results. Each of the 
model tables was completed along with the summary information for questions that were 
not directly related to the four research questions. Chapter 5 examines those data points 
that proved to be statistically relevant along with unexpected findings. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
FINDINGS 
 The purpose of this study was to explore Internet use among the growing 
congregations within the Holston Conference of the United Methodist Church. The 
following research questions guided the study.  
1. What is the relationship between growing churches and Internet use?  
2. Which components of the Internet Use Index correlate with the Church 
Growth Factor?  
3. What is the relationship between local church demographics with church 
growth and Internet use?   
4. What is the relationship between pastoral demographics with church 
growth and Internet use? 
Sample 
 
 In this study, all station congregations and the largest church of each multi-point 
charge formed the subpopulation from which the sample group came. The sample 
population was the top third of these Holston congregations as ranked in deciles 
according to growth. The determination of growth came from the sum of professions of 
faith, change in membership, and change in attendance over a four-year span (see Table 
4.1).  
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Table 4.1. Formula for Church Growth Factor Fcg 
 
Growth Factor Components Formula 
Membership 
 
Change in membership 
between 31 December 2003 
and 31 December 1999, 
compensated by the sum of 
memberships withdrawn, 
ranked in deciles. 
 
Attendance 
Change in average worship 
attendance between 2003 and 
2000, ranked in deciles. 
 
Professions of faith  
Sum of professions of faith for 
2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003, 
ranked in deciles. 
 
Church Growth Factor (Fcg)
 
Sum of the above 
 
 
 
Profile of Subjects 
One hundred and fifty-four congregations in the Holston Conference of the 
United Methodist Church were identified as “growing churches.” The pastors of 132 of 
these churches completed the survey instrument for an 85.7 percent return rate. Of the 
pastors who responded, 92.4 percent (n=122) had an e-mail address published in the 
Conference Journal giving evidence to the widespread use of e-mail among pastors of 
growing churches. Worship attendance ranged from twenty-five to eighteen hundred for 
an average Sunday in 2003. Table 4.2 presents the mean numerical growth in the group 
of congregations defined as growing, along with mean financial, membership, and 
attendance data.  
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Table 4.2. Mean Characteristics of Study Churches (N=132) 
 
Congregational Characteristic Mean 
 
Church Growth Factor 
    Change in Attendance 2000-2003 
 
 
25.10 
    Change in Membership 2000-2003 47.46 
    Professions of Faith 2000-2003 
 
35.56 
Other Characteristics 
    Expenses 2002 
 
$318,871 
    Membership 31 December 2003 470.95 
    Worship Attendance 2003 
 
206.89 
 
 
 
 
Dividing the churches into districts demonstrates that all twelve districts were 
represented (see Table 4.3). The two districts, Big Stone Gap and Tazewell, with the 
lowest representation of growing churches also had the lowest scores on the Internet Use 
Index. The Knoxville district had a 100 percent survey return rate and was also the 
district with the highest percent of growing churches with a Web site.  
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Table 4.3.  Survey Respondents, Presence of Web Site, Internet Use Index, and 
Church Growth Factor by District (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Responses  
District n % 
% with 
Web Site 
Internet 
Use Index 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
 
Abingdon 
 
8 
 
88.89 
 
62.50 
 
38.50 
 
26.12 
Big Stone Gap 4 57.14 50.00 24.50 27.25 
Chattanooga 13 81.25 38.46 36.23 25.62 
Cleveland 7 87.50 42.86 41.00 26.29 
Johnson City 13 86.67 53.85 39.69 26.92 
Kingsport 9 75.00 66.67 44.78 25.78 
Knoxville 17 100.00 70.59 42.00 26.88 
Maryville 15 88.24 66.67 40.47 26.67 
Morristown 16 94.12 56.25 39.69 25.31 
Oak Ridge 17 89.47 52.94 38.53 25.24 
Tazewell 5 71.43 0.00 23.40 25.60 
Wytheville 
 
8 
 
80.00 
 
50.00 
 
40.50 
 
27.50 
 
 
 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Three statistical tools were employed to examine the data: the Pearson product-
moment, the t-test, and the ANOVA. In each set of calculations, the null hypothesis of no 
difference between scores was assessed. An alpha level of 0.05 determined significance. 
In every situation, that met the 0.05 alpha level standard, testing for significance to the 
0.01 and 0.001 levels was also made. Those situations where these criteria were met are 
noted. The four research questions form the organization of the remainder of this chapter.  
Church Growth and Internet Use 
 
 To answer the question, “What is the relationship between growing churches and 
Internet use?” responses to questions about e-mail use, World Wide Web use, and 
implementation of the local church Web site were quantified to form a separate index for 
each component of Internet use. The scores for each component ranged from 1 to 27, and 
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the sum of the three components created the Internet Use Index, which could range from 
3 to 82.  
 Table 4.4 indicates that when the growing churches are grouped according to 
worship attendance, as the church size increases so does the Church Growth Factor and 
the Internet Use Index. The one-way analysis of variance was statistically significant for 
both indices to an alpha of 0.001.  
 
 
Table 4.4. Church Growth Factor and Internet Use Index by Worship Attendance  
 
Worship Attendance 2003 N Internet Use Index Church Growth Factor 
 
Small churches < 100 
 
52 
 
28.63 
 
24.71 
Medium churches 100 to 200 40 41.12 26.71 
Large churches > 200 40 50.26 27.59 
F-ratio (F-critical* 7.29) 
  
24.65 
 
15.09 
 
*P < .001 
(see Appendix K table 1 and 2 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
 Figure 4.1 displays a scattergram of Church Growth Factor and Internet Use. 
These indices correlated at 0.30 showing rightward an upward tilt to the data. After 
examining the means of Internet Use for each level of the Church Growth Factor, the data 
were divided into two groups with Church Growth Factors of 22 to 25 or 26 to 30.  
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Figure 4.1. Scattergram of Internet Use Index and Church Growth Factor (N=132). 
 
 
 
Examining the Internet Use Factors between these two groups (see Table 4.5) 
shows the 31.0 percent difference between these two groups is significant (p < 0.001). 
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Table 4.5. Differences on Internet Use Index between Congregations with Church 
Growth Factors of 22 to 25 and 26 to 30 (N=132) 
 
t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 
 Church Growth Factor 
  22-25 26-30 
 
Mean 33.02 43.24 
Variance 297.04 248.96 
Observations 56 76 
Pooled variance 269.30 
Hypothesized mean difference 0 
df 130 
t Stat -3.54 
p (T<t) one-tail 0.00 
t Critical one-tail 3.15* 
p (T<t) two-tail 0.00 
t Critical two-tail 
 
3.37* 
 
  *p < .001 
 
 
 
Internet Use 
Which components of the Internet Use Index correlate with the Church Growth 
Factor?  Table 4.6 examines the three identified components of Internet Use: e-mail use, 
World Wide Web use, and local church Web site presence. For each component, the 
average Church Growth Factor was examined based upon those who did and did not use 
the specific component. A t-distribution was calculated to determine if the difference was 
significant. No significant difference in the Church Growth Factor was observed based 
upon e-mail use. On the other hand, World Wide Web use and the presence of a local 
church Web site did relate significantly to the Church Growth Factor. This statistical 
significance was confirmed by the one-way analysis of variance with an alpha < 0.05. 
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Table 4.6. Church Growth Factor and Types of Internet Use (N=132)  
 
Internet Use 
Mean (µ) Church Growth 
Factor 
t-Statistical (t-
Critical for Two-
Tail Distribution 
1.98) 
 
E-mail use   
No 25.47 
Yes 26.27 
 
1.04 
World Wide Web use  
No 24.94 
Yes 26.38 
2.03 
Local church Web site  
No 25.50 
Yes 26.75 
2.59 
One-way ANOVA (F-critical=2.24) 
 
2.36 
  
(see Appendix K table K.3-5 for t-statistical calculations and table K.6 for ANOVA 
calculations) 
 
 
 
Local Church Demographics and Internet Use 
 
What is the relationship between local church demographics with church growth 
and Internet use?  Five community demographic questions (6-10) were included in the 
survey instrument, and these were compared to the Church Growth Factor and the three 
components of the Internet Use Factor. In the following section, the responses to each 
question are summarized through one table presenting one-way analysis of variance 
results and another table of descriptive statistics. 
Internet Access  
Pastors compared their congregations to the average of 48 percent of adults in the 
Holston conference geographic region who had Internet access. The one-way analysis of 
variance demonstrated significance in the areas of the Church Growth Factor and the 
three components of the Internet Use Index (see Table 4.7).  
The component showing the highest level of significance was the Local Web Site 
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Use Index. All pastors (n=9) who indicated that Internet access was significantly less than 
average also indicated no presence of a local church Web site. These nine congregations 
come from a variety of community sizes and congregations with annual expenses that are 
only 10.1 percent of the average reported for the group of respondents (n=131) (see Table 
4.8). 
 
 
Table 4.7. Adults with Internet Access with Growth and Internet Use Components 
(N=132)  
 
Adults in congregation with 
Internet Access (Compared to 
48 % regional mean) 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s Use 
of E-Mail 
Pastor’s Use 
of World 
Wide Web 
Local 
Church Use 
of Web Site 
 
SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN 
AVERAGE 24.22 11.00 7.78 1.00 
Less than average 25.33 12.86 11.27 4.62 
Average 25.94 17.23 15.06 7.00 
Slightly above average 27.18 16.79 15.12 10.73 
Significantly above average 27.19 19.88 15.81 16.38 
F-critical 2.44 3.47* 3.47* 4.98** 
F-ratio 3.42 4.48 4.13 12.52 
*p< .01; **p<.001 
(see Appendix K tables K.7-10 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
   
Burch 71 
Table 4.8. Descriptive Statistics of Adults with Internet Access (Question 6) (N=132) 
 
Adults with Internet Access  
Question 6) 
 
Mean 3.20 
Standard error 0.09 
Median 3 
Mode 3 
Standard deviation 1.07 
Sample variance 1.14 
Kurtosis -0.39 
Skewness -0.14 
Sum 419 
Count 131 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.18 
 
 
 
Age of Members 
 
The second community demographic considered was the median age of members 
in the congregation. The average age of residents within the geographic region is 37. 
While some general direction is noticed (see Table 4.9), this is the only community 
demographic that showed no statistical significance. Table 4.10 exhibits that this question 
had the highest mean (3.62) of the seven questions examined in this chapter. The next 
closest mean was for average age of pastors (3.61).  
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Table 4.9. Median Age with Growth and Internet Use Components (N=132)  
 
Median Age of Members in 
Congregation (compared to 
regional mean age of 37) 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s Use 
of E-Mail 
Pastor’s Use 
of World 
Wide Web 
Local 
Church 
Use of 
Web Site 
 
Significantly less than average 23.00 10.00 5.00 1.00 
Less than average 26.80 17.80 13.90 13.30 
Average 26.59 15.70 13.98 8.41 
Slightly above average 26.00 16.85 14.55 7.98 
Significantly above average 26.10 16.76 14.67 6.81 
F-critical 2.44 2.44 2.44 2.44 
F-ratio 1.05 0.74 1.08 1.89 
(see Appendix K tables K.11-14 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
 
Table 4.10. Descriptive Statistics of Median Age of Members (Question 7) (N=132) 
 
Median Age of Members  
(Question 7) 
 
Mean 3.62
Standard error 0.08
Median 4 
Mode 4 
Standard deviation 0.90
Sample variance 0.81
Kurtosis -0.01
Skewness -0.34
Sum 471 
Count 130 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.16
 
 
 
Household Income 
 
The third community demographic studied was household income. The regional 
average was $41,000. The mean (3.01) for this question (see Table 4.12) is the lowest of 
the seven questions used for comparison. The summary Table 4.11 indicates that two 
components of the Internet Use Factor were observed to have significance: the pastor’s 
   
Burch 73 
use of e-mail (p <0.01), and the local church use of a Web site (p < 0.001).  
 
Table 4.11. Household Income with Growth and Internet Use Components (N=132)  
 
Average Household Income 
(Compared to regional mean 
income of $41,000) 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s 
Use of E-
Mail 
Pastor’s Use 
of World 
Wide Web 
Local 
Church Use 
of Web Site 
 
Significantly less than average 24.92 14.31 11.69 3.77 
Less than average 26.10 13.69 12.48 3.90 
Average 26.09 15.94 13.76 8.00 
Slightly above average 26.91 19.59 16.00 11.47 
Significantly above average 26.17 17.58 16.67 16.25 
F-critical 2.44 3.47* 2.44 4.98** 
F-ratio 1.20 3.61 2.10 11.17 
*p<0.01; **p<0.001 
(see Appendix K tables K.15-18 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
Table 4.12. Descriptive Statistics of Average Household Income (Question 8) 
(N=132) 
 
Average Household Income 
(Question 8) 
 
Mean 3.01
Standard error 0.10
Median 3 
Mode 3 
Standard deviation 1.11
Sample variance 1.23
Kurtosis -0.63
Skewness -0.05
Sum 397 
Count 132 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.19
 
 
 
Education 
 
The fourth demographic variable tested was the education level of the 
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congregation. According to the regional U. S. Census bureau, 20 percent of adults 
twenty-five and over have a bachelor’s degree. Table 4.13 demonstrates that education 
plays a significant role in all four indices. The Church Growth Factor analysis of variance 
was significant with an alpha of 0.01, and the Local Web Site Use Index was significant 
with an alpha of 0.001 (see Table 4.14). 
 
Table 4.13. Adults with Bachelors Degree with Growth and Internet Use 
Components (N=132) 
 
Adults with Bachelors 
Degree (Compared to 
regional mean of 20 % of 
adults 25 years old and over) 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s 
Use of E-
Mail 
Pastor’s Use 
of World 
Wide Web 
Local Church 
Use of Web Site 
 
Significantly less than average 24.21 14.37 11.63 4.90 
Less than average 25.82 13.09 11.96 4.09 
Average 26.75 16.31 14.11 6.53 
Slightly above average 26.74 17.95 14.97 11.40 
Significantly above average 26.71 19.06 17.53 14.18 
F-critical 3.47* 2.44 2.44 4.98** 
F-ratio 3.61 3.02 2.72 9.36 
*p < .01; **p<.001 
(see Appendix K tables K.19-22 for ANOVA calculations) 
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Table 4.14. Descriptive Statistics of Adults with Bachelors Degree (Question 9) 
(N=132) 
 
Adults with Bachelors Degree 
(Question 9) 
 
Mean 3.09
Standard error 0.11
Median 3 
Mode 4 
Standard deviation 1.24
Sample variance 1.55
Kurtosis -0.92
Skewness -0.22
Sum 408 
Count 132 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.21
 
 
 
Community Size 
 
The fifth demographic variable examined was the city or community population 
of the congregation. Table 4.15 indicates that city size does not have a significant impact 
on the Church Growth Factor, yet population affects all three aspects of Internet use. The 
Local Church Web Site Index increased directly with community size (p < 0.001). Table 
4.16 illustrates that the answers to this question had the lowest skewness among the seven 
questions studied. 
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Table 4.15. City or Community Population with Growth and Internet Use 
Components (N=132)  
 
City or Community 
Population 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s Use 
of E-Mail 
Pastor’s Use of 
World Wide Web 
Local Church 
Use of Web Site
 
Less than 1,000 25.24 13.71 10.86 3.86 
Between 1,000 and 5,000 25.22 13.06 12.03 5.41 
Between 5,000 and 25,000 26.82 17.24 14.58 7.94 
Between 25,000 and 50,000 26.59 18.46 16.64 10.18 
Over 50,000 26.79 18.64 15.29 12.75 
F-critical 2.44 3.47* 2.44 4.98** 
F-ratio 2.36 4.14 2.83 6.18 
*p < .01; **p < .001 
(see Appendix K tables K.23-26 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
Table 4.16. Descriptive Statistics on City and Community Size (Question 10) 
(N=132) 
 
City and Community Size 
(Question 10) 
 
Mean 3.14 
Standard error 0.12 
Median 3 
Mode 3 
Standard deviation 1.31 
Sample variance 1.72 
Kurtosis -1.14 
Skewness 0.035
Sum 405 
Count 129 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.23 
 
 
 
Pastoral Demographics and Internet Use 
This section examined three characteristics of the pastors who responded to the 
survey and correlated those factors with the Church Growth Factor and the three 
components of the Internet Use Factor. Table 4.17 examines the differences due to 
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pastoral age. The age of the pastor was not related to the Church Growth Factor at a 
significant level; however, the age of the pastor was a statistically significant factor in the 
use of the World Wide Web demonstrating a curvilinear relationship (p < .001) (see 
Table 4.18). 
 
 
Table 4.17. Pastoral Age with Growth and Internet Use (N=132)  
 
Pastoral Age 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s Use 
of E-Mail 
Pastor’s Use of 
World Wide Web 
Local 
Church Use 
of Web Site 
 
Less than 30 25.25 15.50 18.75 1.00 
31 to 40 27.13 18.47 16.47 12.00 
41 to 50 26.60 16.58 14.63 9.03 
51 to 60 26.24 16.96 15.20 7.91 
More than 61 25.17 13.97 9.72 6.93 
F-critical 2.44 2.44 4.98* 2.44 
F-ratio 1.72 1.38 5.17 2.32 
*p < .001 
(see Appendix K tables K.27-30 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
Table 4.18. Descriptive Statistics of Pastoral Age Intervals (Question 14) (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Age Interval  
(Question 14) 
 
Mean 3.61
Standard error 0.09
Median 4 
Mode 4 
Standard deviation 1.05
Sample variance 1.09
Kurtosis -0.39
Skewness -0.43
Sum 477 
Count 132 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.18
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 Number of years served at the current appointment was the second demographic 
characteristic explored. Table 4.19 indicates two facts. The null hypothesis between the 
Church Growth Factor and the number of years served could not be rejected. The large 
variance in those who served “more than seven years” was noted in the data, which 
showed that of the twenty-one pastors of growing churches who had served that long, 
eight of the scores were grouped in the 22-24 range for the Church Growth Factor, and 
the remaining thirteen were grouped in the 28-30 range. Table 4.20 presents the 
descriptive statistics for this question indicating a mean of 3.19.  
 
 
Table 4.19. Years at Current Appointment with Growth and Internet Use (N=132)  
 
Years at Current Appointment 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s Use 
of E-Mail 
Pastor’s Use 
of World 
Wide Web 
Local 
Church 
Use of Web 
Site 
 
Less than 1 year 25.33 17.83 16.94 6.89 
Between 1 and 2 years 27.64 15.27 15.00 8.27 
Between 2 and 4 years 25.78 17.00 14.92 8.20 
Between 5 and 7 years 26.53 16.23 12.60 8.23 
More than seven years 26.90 15.52 12.52 10.38 
F-critical 2.44 2.44 2.44 2.44 
F-ratio 1.90 0.47 1.89 0.56 
(see Appendix K tables K.31-34 for ANOVA calculations) 
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Table 4.20. Descriptive Statistics of Years Served at Current Appointment 
(Question 12) (N=132) 
 
Years Served at Current 
Appointment (Question 11) 
 
Mean 3.19
Standard error 0.11
Median 3 
Mode 3 
Standard deviation 1.22
Sample variance 1.49
Kurtosis -0.60
Skewness -0.30
Sum 415 
Count 130 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.21
 
 
 
 The third demographic data point gathered for each pastor was the level of 
education completed. Twenty-one of the participants (15.9 percent) expressed that their 
education experience was best described as completing high school. Table 4.21 indicates 
no significant difference in the Church Growth Factor and the educational level of the 
pastor. Statistical significance was observed in e-mail use, and local church Web sites 
with education level (p < 0.001) (see Table 4.22). 
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Table 4.21. Pastoral Education with Growth and Internet Use (N=132)  
 
Pastoral Education Level 
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Pastor’s Use of 
E-Mail 
Pastor’s Use 
of World 
Wide Web 
Local Church 
Use of Web Site
 
Completed High School 25.24 11.43 10.95 4.24 
Completed Bachelors 25.41 14.00 12.89 3.41 
Completed Masters 26.66 18.45 15.16 10.53 
Completed Additional Classes 
beyond a Masters 26.22 17.28 14.81 9.44 
Completed Doctorate 26.85 17.65 14.45 10.25 
F-critical 2.44 4.98* 2.44 4.98* 
F-ratio 1.48 5.04 1.77 5.37 
*p < .001 
(see Appendix K tables K.35-38 for ANOVA calculations) 
 
 
 
Table 4.22. Descriptive Statistics of Pastoral Education (Question 12) (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Education  
(Question 12) 
 
Mean 3.13
Standard error 0.11
Median 3 
Mode 3 
Standard deviation 1.28
Sample variance 1.64
Kurtosis -0.92
Skewness -0.27
Sum 413 
Count 132 
Confidence level (95.0%) 0.22
 
 
 
Summary 
• Pastors of growing churches have cell phones (93.9 percent), computers 
(87.9 percent), and use e-mail (87.9 percent). Pastors of growing churches check their e-
mail at least daily (85.3 percent), find it effective for church growth (58.9 percent), for 
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supporting church members (64.9 percent), and for dealing with pastoral concerns (64.9 
percent). 
• Growing churches have Web sites (54.5 percent, compared to a conference 
average of 12.4 percent). A majority of churches with Web sites (63.9 percent) have had 
one or more visitors attend their church after examining their Web site first in the last six 
months.  
• While a direct linear correlation between church growth and Internet use is 
not apparent, congregations in the upper range of the Church Growth Factor (26-30) had 
a 30.9 percent higher Internet Use Index than those in the lower range of the Church 
Growth Factor (22-25). 
• E-mail use is so prevalent that no difference exists in the Church Growth 
Factor between those pastors who use e-mail and those who do not. 
• The Church Growth Factor was found to increase as the community 
education level, and community Internet access level increased.  
• The majority of pastors serving growing churches are 41 and older (85.6  
percent). Only four pastors under thirty served growing churches, and none of these 
congregations hosted a Web site.  
• No significant difference was observed in the Church Growth Factor when 
compared to the years served at the current appointment by the pastor.  
• Pastors’ use of e-mail was significant (alpha 0.01) with education, and 
with community size (alpha 0.01).
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
 The purpose of this study was to explore Internet use among the growing 
churches of the Holston Conference of the United Methodist Church. The exploration 
took place through a thirty-eight-question survey instrument distributed to the 154 pastors 
of churches identified as growing from 2000 to 2003 between 19 February and 18 March 
2004. The complete survey and the summed responses from the 132 respondents are 
found in Appendix J.  
Internet Use and Church Growth 
The data from this survey confirmed Larsen’s finding that as congregations 
increased in size, they “showed greater adoption of Web site features and e-mail” (Wired 
Churches 12). In this study the churches in the upper range of the Church Growth Factor 
(26-30) had a 30.9 percent higher Internet Use Index than those in the lower range of the 
Church Growth Factor (22-25). The lack of a linear correlation between the Church 
Growth Factor and the Internet Use Index shows that the connection is not as clear as 
webmasters would want to see (Russell et al.; Whitaker, Evangelism Bulletin Listserv; 
Smith). 
Larsen’s research showed that Internet use and church size were correlated 
(Wired Churches 9).  The lack of a linear correlation in this study may be due to the use 
of numerical change instead of percent change in the Church Growth Factor. The 79.0 
percent of the Holston congregations with less than one hundred in worship attendance 
for 2003 were underrepresented due to this fact, along with the limiting of the sample 
population (ns) to the largest church in each pastoral charge.  
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Measuring Church Growth by a single factor such as worship attendance 
increases the generalizability of a study. Membership and professions of faith were linked 
with attendance for this study to limit fluctuations. Other factors could have been 
included, since each church in Holston annually reports seventy-five numeric values. The 
three values used to create the Church Growth Factor were thought to have the highest 
degree of generalizability of those variables reported annually. Interestingly, the 
conference leadership uses five values to describe churches when making pastoral 
appointments. The appointment making values are the three used for the Church Growth 
Factor, plus the pastor’s annual salary and Fair Share apportionment. Since, the annual 
salary figures are not available to the public and the Fair Share apportionments lacked 
generalizability, they were not included in the Church Growth Factor. Modifying the 
Church Growth Factor is one area for further research.  
Nonrespondents to the survey were considered as a possible source for the lack of 
a linear correlation with the Church Growth Factor and the Internet Use Index. In 
examining the 14.3 percent (n=22) who did not respond after the three invitations, the 
following data were noted. One pastor died, another was suspended, and two others were 
assigned to other congregations during the survey period. Three pastors submitted their 
surveys after the 18 March 2004 deadline. A common characteristic of these 
nonrespondents is that they represent smaller congregations; even the percent of e-mail 
addresses for these pastors was less than the average for those pastors who responded. 
Since the response rate was above the minimum (70 percent) suggested by Wiersma, the 
assumption is that the nonrespondents did not influence the lack of correlation.  
The third area to consider for the lack of linear correlation between the Church 
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Growth Factor and the Internet Use Index is construct validity. Because the Internet Use 
Index was researcher-created, one could question to what extent Internet use is accurately 
measured. Validity is assumed due to the similarities between the fifteen questions 
quantified for the Internet Use Index, and those asked by Barna, Larsen, and Russell. Of 
the questions used to make up this index, most were designed to minimize subjectivity.  
Question thirty-one deals with self-evaluation of Web site quality. The variable of 
Web site quality may also have been a factor in the lack of a linear correlation. More 
accurate data on the quality of local Web site design may have been reached by having an 
independent source rate each congregation’s Web site; however, a good indicator of the 
merit of the Internet Index Use is a reported comparison between those who do and do 
not use various components of the Internet. The evidence of this study does indicate that 
those pastors who use the World Wide Web and those churches that have Web sites have 
a higher Church Growth Factor. A definitive answer to the validity question of the 
Internet Use Index could be determined by replicated studies. 
Impact of Online Ministry 
In addition to examining Internet use in light of Larsen’s work, this study also 
attempted to explore Schultze’s questions about impact and effectiveness of the online 
ministry. While impact and effectiveness go beyond the scope of this paper, Rogers’ 
research into innovation adoption provides a potential path of exploration. The pragmatic 
assumption is that when results are observed, an innovation has been adopted. The 
observable results from this study show that pastors of growing churches do use e-mail 
daily for ministry purposes. These pastors reported that using e-mail was effective for 
church growth. These pastors also find both e-mail and Web sites effective for supporting 
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current members. In summary, pastors of growing congregations use the Internet. While 
these data do not prove effectiveness, the finding is notable. The one question on the 
index that explores impact was question thirty showing that 62.1 percent of churches with 
Web sites know of visitors who checked the church Web site before visiting. This 
compares favorably with Pastor Bob Meyer of Pinecrest Community Church statement 
that nearly 100 percent of visitors check the church Web site before attending (qtd. in 
Whitaker, “Pinecrest Community Church”). 
Pastors’ Use of Technology 
 The survey data indicated four traits of pastors serving growing church in terms of 
their Internet use.  
Technology for Ministry 
Compared to Barna’s 2003 research, pastors of growing churches in this study 
owned technology resources that could be easily used for ministry such as cell phones, 
computers, laptops/notebook computers, and palmtops (PDA) at a higher rate than the 
national average (“Americans Embrace Technology”). This higher rate of ownership may 
be due to the continual diffusion of technology; however, three factors argue against this 
conclusion. First, with 85.6 percent of surveyed pastors being 41 years or older, this 
group of pastors all fall on Sweet’s “before computers” generation gap. Second, these 
same pastors lagged behind the national average for technological devices, which are not 
easily ministry related and are considered luxury items including the GPS system for 
cars, satellite television systems, and home theaters. Third, is Barna’s principle finding 
that no discernable difference exists between how Christians and non-Christians use 
personal technology (“Americans Embrace Technologies”).  
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 As opposed to the Old Order Amish referenced earlier, this study found that 
pastors of growing churches are ministering with the aid of selected modern technology. 
Perhaps these pastors serving growing churches are following in the steps of St. Francis, 
Wesley, Luther, and St. Patrick. All of them were noted for adopting some aspects of 
culturally relevant technology that enabled effective ministry while discarding luxury 
gadgets.  
Live Faith Discussions 
When examining how pastors of growing churches use the World Wide Web, a 
common theme appears. In looking for faith resources, this group of pastors is 2 1/2 times 
less likely to use an online discussion group than the Larsen’s survey population of 
pastors and webmasters. Holston growing church pastors also indicated a significantly 
less than average use of chat rooms and instant messaging. Tony Whitaker, Andrew 
Careaga, Leonard Sweet, George Barna, and Dillard Deaton all argue that the Internet is a 
place where the church needs to be leading people to Christ through a virtual online 
community. In contrast, Deborah Fallows notes that discussions of a personal nature were 
handled more effectively face to face. Usage data provided by the pastors of growing 
churches indicate agreement with Fallows. 
Legal Effects 
Fallows points out that the Freedom of Information Act limited how elected 
officials used e-mail. The power of law has also affected what local congregations post 
on their Web sites. Pastors of growing churches feel constrained in posting prayer 
concerns on church Web sites due to the privacy issues raised in the 1996 Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPPA).  
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Growth and Years of Service 
Warren and Peterson have stated the benefits of long-term pastorates. Therefore, 
in comparing the number of years served by the pastors in this study, the expectation was 
that a corresponding increase in the Church Growth Factor would be observed. In 
contrast, the data indicated that years served did not have any significant difference in the 
Church Growth Factor. Thinking the lack of significance may be due to a variation in the 
data, churches were divided between those in the upper section of the Church Growth 
Factor (26-30) and those in the lower region (22-25). Surprising enough, those pastors 
who had served “between 1 and 2 years” had the highest percent (90.19) of churches with 
a Church Growth Factor in the upper range (26-30). Because the Church Growth Factor 
was determined by the values from a four-year period of time, those pastors who had 
newly arrived may be deriving a benefit from the change in pastoral leadership. Likewise, 
those pastors who had served longer only had their last four years of data included in the 
Church Growth Factor. Further research into this question would be intriguing. 
Community Demographics 
Five demographic variables were examined for possible impact on church growth 
and Internet use—average community Internet access, median age of church members, 
median household income of members, median educational level of members, and 
community size in which the congregation is located. Four findings were observed from 
the cultural demographics.  
Match Ministry to Culture 
In exploring the relationship between community demographics with the Internet 
Use Index, the data indicates that pastors of growing churches know their communities 
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and match their technology use to that of their communities.  
The pastor’s use of e-mail is positively associated with community Internet 
access, congregational education level, and congregational median income. Pastors 
serving congregations in population centers with five thousand and more had a 36.0 
percent larger E-Mail Use Index than pastors located in smaller population centers (p < 
.01). 
The growing pastor’s use of the World Wide Web is positively associated with 
Internet access, household income, education of members, and community size. Similar 
to e-mail usage, pastors serving growing congregations in communities of five thousand 
or more had a 31.6 percent higher World Wide Web Use Index than pastors in small 
communities.  
The growing congregation’s implementation of its local Web site is positively 
associated with Internet access, household income, education, and community size with 
an alpha level of 0.01. Churches in communities of five thousand or more in population 
had a Local Web Site Use Index double of those congregations in smaller population 
centers.  
 Perhaps the reason that growing churches allow cultural dynamics to affect their 
use of the Internet is that they are applying St. Paul’s model of becoming “all things to all 
men so that by all possible means I might save some” (1 Cor. 9:22). St. Patrick, Wesley, 
Hybels, and Warren proclaim the value of understanding the community and integrating 
aspects of it into one’s method of delivering the gospel. The data suggest that pastors of 
growing churches have learned these lessons, and they are benefiting. 
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Education and Access Yield Growth 
The data suggest that church growth in the Holston Conference takes place among 
people with higher than average education level attainment and with higher level of 
Internet access. Barna and Larsen note that wealth and education are predictor values for 
Internet usage but have not made any connection with church growth (Barna, “Americans 
Embrace Technologies”; Larsen, Wired Churches 9).  
Looking at the survey data to point to a possible connection, the data add no other 
clues. Educational level among the growing churches is average for the region. The 
average age is above normal for the region. What does stand out is that Holston churches 
are using high-speed Internet access four times more than the average southern states 
Internet user. Of course, this increase in broadband usage may be explained by the overall 
growth in high-speed access. Another possible clue may be in the fact that in 2000, the 
United Methodist Church was the only denomination with an umbrella Web site. As 
leaders on the information superhighway, perhaps Methodists are reaching more among 
the Internet savvy population.  
No Web Sites for Youngest Pastors 
In comparing the Local Web Site Use Index with the age of the pastor, 
unexpectedly the null hypothesis could not be rejected. One reason for this non-rejection 
was that none of four pastors under thirty served a church with a congregational Web site. 
Simultaneously, younger pastors had a statistically higher World Wide Web Use Index (p 
< 0.001). In further examination of the four congregations served by young pastors, none 
of the churches budgeted money for Web ministries. In addition, these congregations 
were noted for being “above average age” for the region and had an average worship 
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attendance of 63.8 people. Thus, while the younger pastors were fluent in Internet use, 
the indicators are that their congregations were not. This data provides additional 
information showing that pastors serving growing churches model their technology use to 
their community culture. This also supports Sweet’s call for churches to be culturally 
relevant (31). 
Comparing Web Site Implementation 
 In predicting the future of the Web, in 2000 Smith envisioned Web sites with 
interactive Web design, online learning, and live video streaming. Comparing the results 
of question 29 with those recorded in Larsen’s Wired Temples, Wired Churches, the 
Holston Conference is exceeding Web site feature implementation except in the area of 
live online discussion space. Over the three years since Larsen’s work, the expectation is 
that Web sites would incorporate more features. In spite of the additional features, no 
statistical relationship is present between the number of Web site features and the Church 
Growth Factor.  
Unexpected Findings 
When the survey instrument was distributed on 19 February 2004, several results 
were anticipated. By the time the survey ended on 18 March 2004, four unexpected 
findings were noted. 
Completing an Internet-Use Survey 
Potentially, the greatest statement about technology use in the population group 
was that 84.8 percent of the group completed the survey using the printed survey and 
spent money to send back the survey via postal mail. In fact, instead of filling the survey 
out online at no cost, 12.9 percent of respondents affixed two stamps instead of the one 
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required. Of course, returning forms by postal mail is the current conference norm.  
 Nevertheless, when examining the survey responses to the third invitation, which 
was distributed via e-mail, another pattern appears. Half of the surveys returned after the 
e-mail distributed invitation came via the online survey. Collaborating this finding was 
the response from two of the seven pastors who used the postal system to submit their 
survey. These two pastors e-mailed replies stating that their survey had already been 
mailed. Perhaps, the means of response has more to do with the means of delivery.  
Incentives 
Thirteen of the dollar bills distributed with the first survey invitation were 
returned. Having money returned raised the question, “Why?” One answer came from the 
four pastors who made specific comments about the money. One pastor returned a 
handwritten note saying that the money had been given to their church’s food pantry. 
Another handwritten note said, “Thanks for the dollar; the church will use it wisely.” 
Another pastor shared that his secretary had taken the money and given it to the 
children’s fund and gave him the survey to complete. Finally, a pastor who had 
completed the survey online sent the dollar back by postal mail stating that this survey is 
of such importance that he thought receiving an incentive was improper. Incentive use 
among clergy appears to be an area for further research.  
Education of Pastors Serving Growing Churches  
 Since the minimum standard for being a pastor in the United Methodist Church is 
completion of high school, this level was included among the answers for question 
twelve. The 15.9 percent of pastors of growing churches who indicated only having a 
high school education was higher than expected. A total of 28.8 percent of pastors 
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serving growing churches had less than a masters degree.  
 Schwarz’s research indicates that 42 percent of pastors experiencing church 
growth would have less than a seminary degree. Thus, indicating that the clergy serving 
growing churches in Holston are above norm in educational level. One explanation for 
this finding may be in differences in determining church growth. The Church Growth 
Factor is based on numerical change, while Schwarz’s definition of growth is based on 
percentage change. Of the responding churches that met both definitions for growth, 52.9 
percent were led by pastors with less than a masters degree.   
Effect of Pastoral Education on Church Size 
  Education was not statistically significant in the Church Growth Factor. In 
examining the 27.3 percent of pastors who had completed additional courses beyond the 
master’s level without completing a doctorate, a note was made that this group served 
smaller congregations than those whose education stopped with a master’s degree. Four 
possible reasons for this decrease were noted. First, retired and active status was not 
collected in the survey process. Contrary to expectations, those with additional classes 
beyond a master’s were younger in age on average. Full and part-time status was not 
noted in the survey process, although the expectation for those with a master’s or more in 
education is full-time work. Differences between those who were serving a station church 
as opposed to those serving a multi-church charge were also not noted. Those serving a 
multi-point charge would effectively have a larger overall congregation. Finally, pastoral 
appointments are not made on educational level. Thus, the level of education would not 
affect the size of a church to which a pastor is appointed.    
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Further Research 
This study focused only on growing congregations. In the process of identifying 
churches showing growth, note was made of the declining congregations. One detail of 
particular concern was the 166 congregations in Holston that had not received any 
members by profession of faith between 2000 and 2003. Research to understand the 
dynamics of these congregations may assist other faith communities from following their 
example. One predominate characteristic of these churches is that 125 (75.0 percent) of 
these churches not reporting a profession of faith is that they are smaller congregations on 
multi-church circuits. 
 A second area for further research would be to compare Internet use among 
growing churches as identified by Schwarz, to those obtained in this study. Seventy-three 
congregations in Holston experienced a 40 percent or more increase in worship over the 
2000 to 2003 period. Of these, twenty-two were included in the population for this study, 
and sixteen of those church pastors completed the survey. Seven churches that showed a 
total of at least 40 percent growth in worship attendance over the four years were 
categorized by the Church Growth Factor as “stable” due to their moderate growth in 
membership and professions of faith. The remaining forty-four churches were excluded 
from the study population because they were in a multi-church circuit and not the largest 
church in that circuit. These forty-four congregations averaged a 71.2 percent rate of 
growth and had an average attendance of 33.1 persons in 2003.  
Conclusion 
This study only examined one geographic region of one denomination. It shows 
how pastors of growing churches were using the Internet during the time span of the 
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study. Since computer technology continues to double in speed every eighteen months, 
evolution is going to be a part of the world of computing. Society will change as the 
Internet takes advantage of the increase of computing speed (Nelson and Appel; Barna, 
“Americans Embrace Technologies”; Sweet; Mead). How the church responds to 
emerging technologies is unknown. Genesis calls believers to subdue and rule the earth 
(1:28). History from the disciples’ use of the Roman roads to the incorporation of 
printing press to Billy Graham shows that the Church can incorporate new technology. 
As a church called to fulfill the commands of Jesus, pastors who want their churches to 
grow may benefit by learning how to incorporate appropriate computer technologies and 
cast the others aside. May the Holy Spirit empower church leaders to apply this 
knowledge and breathe life into their churches.
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APPENDIX A 
 
Application for Recognition as a Church of Excellence in Evangelism 
 
EFFORT GOALS 
_____  Held a Confirmation/Membership Class during the year 
_____  Started at least one new Sunday School class (or an ongoing weekly study group for    
 churches of 100 members or less) 
_____  Developed (continued) an Active Lay Visitation Program 
_____  Held an evangelistic training event, or sent laity from the church to such an event 
_____  Held at least one Renewal Event—such as a Church Growth Consultation, Revival, Lay  
 Witness Mission, New Life Mission, etc.  Describe ____________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________________ 
_____  Held at least one in-depth Discipleship Program – such as Disciple Bible Study, Bethel  
 Bible Study, John Wesley Great Experiment.  Describe ________________________ 
 ___________________________________________________________________ 
_____  Have been engaged in a ministry for and with the poor or marginalized of the community. 
 Describe ______________________________________________________________ 
 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
HARVEST GOALS 
 
_____  Had a net increase in membership.  What was the increase? ___________________ 
 
_____  Increase in average attendance in Morning worship. Average 2001 __  Average 2002 __ 
 
_____  Increase in average attendance in Sunday School.    Average 2001 __  Average 2002 __ 
 
_____  Increase in number of small groups. Number 2001 _____ Number 2002 _____ 
 
_____  Baptized at least one person  Number baptized ______________ 
 
********** 
Our church is applying for recognition as a Church of Excellence in Evangelism for having 
received a new member by profession of faith for every 100 resident members (or one for each 
church for churches of 100 members or less) and for having achieved the following level of 
commitment to evangelism: 
 
_____  GOLD MEDAL  attained five Effort Goals and five Harvest Goals 
_____  SILVER MEDAL  attained four Effort Goals and four Harvest Goals 
_____  BRONZE MEDAL  attained three Effort Goals and three Harvest Goals 
_____  HONORABLE MENTION attained two Effort Goals and two Harvest Goals 
 
Recognition of the 2002 Churches of Excellence in Evangelism will be made during the 2003  
session of the Holston Annual Conference, Lake Junaluska. 
 
Name of Church ________________________________  District ______________________ 
 
Pastor ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
This form is to be given to your D.S. at the same time as end-of-year report forms. 
 
 (Update, October 2002) 
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APPENDIX B  
 
Survey Flow Chart 
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Send paper survey with 
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APPENDIX C 
 
Survey Questions 
 
1. Your church number is:__________ 
(Your confidentially will be kept, this allows comparison of your answers with your 
church growth statistics.)  
 
Local Church Demographics  
2. Which of the following did your church use in the last year? (check all that apply) 
a Answering machine/Voice mail 
b Computer 
c Computer network  
d Digital camera 
e DVD 
f Fax machine 
g Overhead projector 
h PowerPoint/Video projector 
i VCR 
j Video camera 
3. How many computers does your church own? 
a 0 
b 1 
c 2 
d 3-9 
e 10 or more 
4. At your church facility, what options of Internet access exist? (check all that apply)  
a Standard phone line 
b Cable modem 
c DSL 
d No Internet access is available 
e Do not know  
5. How much money per year does your church budget for Web ministries? 
a Zero 
b Less then $100 
c $101 to $500 
d $501 to $750 
e More than $750 
6. Currently, about 48% of adults in our region have Internet access.  Can you estimate 
how your congregation compares to this average? 
a Significantly less than average 
b Less than average 
c Average 
d Slightly above average 
e Significantly above average  
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7. Currently, the median age in our region is 37 years old. Will you estimate how your 
congregation compares to this average? 
a Significantly less than average 
b Less than average 
c Average 
d Slightly above average 
e Significantly above average  
8. Currently, the average household income for our region is $41,000. Will you estimate 
how your congregation compares to this average? 
a Significantly less than average 
b Less than average 
c Average 
d Slightly above average 
e Significantly above average 
9. Currently, about 20 percent of persons over 25 years old in our region have a 
Bachelors degree. Will you estimate how your congregation compares to this 
average? 
a Significantly less than average 
b Less than average 
c Average 
d Slightly above average 
e Significantly above average 
10. What is the population of the city or community where your church is located? 
a Less than 1,000 
b Between 1,000 and 5,000 
c Between 5,000 and 25,000 
d Between 25,000 and 50,000 
e Over 50,000  
 
Senior Pastor Demographics 
11. How long have you been serving at your current appointment?  
a Less than 1 year 
b Between 1 and 2 years 
c Between 2 and 4 years 
d Between 5 and 7 years 
e More than seven years  
12. What statement best describes you educational experience?  
a Completed High School 
b Completed Bachelors  
c Completed Masters 
d Completed Additional Classes beyond a Masters  
e Completed Doctorate 
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13. What personal technology items do you own (check all that apply)? 
a Cellular telephone 
b Cell phone that takes pictures 
c Digital camera 
d GPS system for car 
e DVD player 
f Satellite dish for TV 
g Home theater system 
h Computer 
i Laptop/Notebook PC 
j Palmtop computer (PDA) 
14. What is your current age?  
a Less than 30 
b 31 to 40 
c 41 to 50 
d 51 to 60 
e More than 61  
 
Senior Pastor’s use of E-mail 
15. In the last six months, have you used e-mail? 
a No, please skip to the next section (Question 23) 
b Yes  
16. How often do you check your e-mail?  
a Less than once a month 
b Two to three times a month 
c Once a week 
d Once a day 
e Multiple times a day 
17. How many e-mails do you send on an average day?  
a 0 
b 1 to 2  
c 3 to 4 
d 5 to 6 
e 7 or more 
18. How many ministry-related e-mails do you send on an average day? 
a 0 
b 1 to 2  
c 3 to 4 
d 5 to 6 
e 7 or more 
19. How many ministry-related e-mails do you receive on an average day? 
a 0 
b 1 to 2  
c 3 to 4 
d 5 to 6 
e 7 or more  
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20. In terms of helping your church grow, e-mail is effective. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree  
21. In terms of supporting current church members, e-mail is effective. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree  
22. In dealing with pastoral concerns in your congregation, e-mail is effective.  
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
 
Senior Pastor’s use of the Internet  
23. In the last six months, have you gone online? 
a No, please skip to the next section (Question 27) 
b Yes 
24. Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or spiritual resources in the 
last six months? (check all that apply).  
a Devotional resources 
b Prayer resources 
c Information on matters of doctrine 
d Information on matters of faith 
e Information on the Bible 
f Resources for use in worship services 
g Resources for use in educational programs 
h Discussion groups or other online faith communities 
i Information related to other denominations or faiths 
j Information about discipleship opportunities 
25. How often do you go online? 
a Once a week or less 
b 1-2 days a week 
c 3-5 days a week 
d About once a day 
e Several times a day 
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26. What have you used the Internet for in the last six months? (check all that apply) 
a News 
b Financial Information 
c Health Information 
d Job research 
e Hobby information 
f Just for fun 
g Buy a product 
h Internet Search 
i Chat/Bulletin Board 
j Instant Message 
 
Local Church Web site 
27. Does your church have a Web site?  
a No, you are finished, thank you. 
b Yes  
28. How long has your congregation had a Web site?  
a Less than one year 
b 1-2 years 
c 2-3 years 
d 3-4 years 
e More than five years 
29. Which of the following does your church Web site contain?  
a Encouraging visitors to attend (providing directions, special sections for potential 
visitors, etc.)  
b Post photos of congregational events 
c Provide youth group material and activities 
d Post Newsletters 
e Provide a space to post or respond to prayer needs 
f Allow members to sign up for classes or programs  
g Promote missionary/evangelical work 
h Provide live, online discussion space for study or prayer groups 
i Provide Web casts of services, ceremonies, or rites 
j Publish schedules, meeting minutes, building plans, or other internal 
communications of the congregation 
30. How many people do you know in the past year who have visited your church Web 
site before visiting your church? 
a None 
b 1 
c 2 to 5 
d 6 to 10 
e More than 10 
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31. Which of these statements describe your church Web site? (check all that apply) 
a Written to be understood by churched and unchurched 
b Pages load quickly, no multimedia shows 
c Gives a clear, clean, professional image 
d Articles written in short quick format 
e Is well-maintained and up-to-date  
32. In terms of helping your church grow, your church Web site is effective.  
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree  
33. In terms of supporting current church members, your church Web site is effective.   
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
34. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to 
provide information about church activities to members. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
35. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to keep 
the congregation updated constantly about prayer concerns. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
36. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to stay 
culturally relevant. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
37. Our congregation continues to actively maintain a Web site because we want to share 
the good new of Jesus. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
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38. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to 
provide information about own church to nonmembers. 
a Strongly agree 
b Agree 
c Neutral 
d Disagree 
e Strongly disagree 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Models for Survey Questions 
 
Survey Questions Modeled from Internet Use by Region 2002 
Results based on South Region, which consists of Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi, 
Tennessee, and Kentucky.  
 
Model for Questions 4 (At your church facility, what options for Internet access exist?)  
Home Connection—Internet User   
Standard phone line 85.6%
DSL 2.0 
Cable modem 9.2 
Wireless 0.2 
T-I/Fiber optic 0.2 
Other 0.5 
Do Not Know 2.3 
 
 
Survey Questions and Responses from Wired Churches, Wired Temples1
In a survey taken during November-December 2000, 1,309 responses were given to the 
following questions. Similar questions were asked in the Digital Disciples study, and the 
number before each question refers to the question number in that survey. 
 
Model for Question 24 (Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or 
spiritual resources? [check all that apply]) 
Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or spiritual resources? (check 
all that apply). 
Devotional resources:  65%
Prayer resources:  37%
Information on matters of doctrine:  54%
Information on matters of faith:  49%
Information on the Bible, Torah, or other 
Scriptures:  
70%
Resources for use in worship services:  61%
Resources for use in educational programs:  62%
Discussion groups or other online faith 
communities:  
29%
Information related to other denominations or 
faiths:  
50%
Information about discipleship opportunities:  21%
Have not used the Internet for faith needs:  5%
 
Model for Question 6 (Currently, about 48% of adults in our region have Internet access. 
                                                 
1 Thanks to Elena Larsen and the Pew Internet and American Life Project for sharing this material. 
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Can you estimate how your congregation compares to this average?) 
Currently, about 50% of adults in this country have Internet access.  Can you estimate 
what percent of your congregation has Internet access? 
Low: 30% or below 16%
Average: 31-50% 36%
High: over 50% 40%
cannot make estimate 7%
 
Model for Question 28 (How long has your congregation had a Web site?) 
How long has your congregation had a Web site? 
less than six months: 5%
six months to one year: 15%
1-2 years: 34%
over 2 years: 44%
still under construction: 1%
 
Model for Question 29 (Which of the following does your Web site contain?) is made up 
of the following 10 questions. 
Is your Web site? 
Providing a space to post or respond to prayer needs 
Yes, and will remain: 18%
Yes, but may be removed: 1%
No, but may be added later: 22%
No, and no plans to add: 26%
Have not considered: 33%
 
Providing youth group material and activities 
Yes, and will remain: 44%
Yes, but may be removed: 1%
No, but may be added later: 27%
No, and no plans to add: 10%
Have not considered: 17%
 
Posting photos of congregational events 
Yes, and will remain: 50%
Yes, but may be removed: 3%
No, but may be added later: 29%
No, and no plans to add: 9%
Have not considered: 10%
 
Allowing members to sign up for classes or programs 
Yes, and will remain: 8%
Yes, but may be removed: 0%
No, but may be added later: 21%
No, and no plans to add: 26%
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Have not considered: 44%
 
Promoting missionary/evangelical work 
Yes, and will remain: 31%
Yes, but may be removed: 1%
No, but may be added later: 15%
No, and no plans to add: 20%
Have not considered: 32%
 
Providing live, online discussion space for study or prayer groups 
Yes, and will remain: 3%
Yes, but may be removed: 1%
No, but may be added later: 13%
No, and no plans to add: 37%
Have not considered: 45%
 
Providing Web casts of services, ceremonies, or rites 
Yes, and will remain: 4%
Yes, but may be removed: 0%
No, but may be added later: 12%
No, and no plans to add: 39%
Have not considered: 45%
 
Publishing schedules, meeting minutes, building plans, or other internal communications 
of the congregation 
Yes, and will remain: 56%
Yes, but may be removed: 2%
No, but may be added later: 15%
No, and no plans to add: 13%
Have not considered: 14%
 
Encouraging visitors to attend (providing directions, special sections for potential 
visitors, etc.) 
Yes, and will remain: 83%
Yes, but may be removed: 1%
No, but may be added later: 9%
No, and no plans to add: 2%
Have not considered: 5%
 
 
Survey Questions and Responses from Americans and Technology 
Model for Question 13 (What personal technology items do you own? [check all that 
apply]) 
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Which of the following devices does your church own?2
 
 
2003 All 
Adults 
(%) 
2000 All 
Adults 
(%) 
1995 All 
Adults 
(%) 
2003 Born 
Again 
Christians 
(%) 
2003 Not 
Born Again 
(%) 
Cellular 
telephone 65 58 26 68 64 
Digital camera 36 NA NA 36 36 
GPS system for 
car 8 NA NA 8 8 
DVD player 56 18 NA 56 55 
Satellite dish for 
TV 28 19 NA 29 27 
Home theater 
system 32 30 34 30 34 
CD-ROM for 
PC3 58 54 13 57 58 
Desktop 
computer 57 55 33 57 57 
Laptop/notebook 
PC 23 16 7 22 23 
Palmtop 
computer 14 8 NA 14 15 
Home Internet 
access 59 50 7 59 59 
Internet access 
on another 
computer 
36 NA NA 34 37 
High speed 
Internet 23 NA NA 23 24 
Sample size 1010 1002 1007 377 627 
 
 
                                                 
2 Permission for reprint granted by Barna.org 15 March 2004. 
3 CD-ROM for PC was not included in the survey because as noted in Barna’s research, this is 
basic equipment on all computers. 
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APPENDIX E 
 
Survey Cover Letters 
 
First Invitation to Pastors 
 
 
Each letter was printed on Chattanooga District Stationery with individualized data for 
each pastor, which corresponded to the information printed on the envelope.  
 
Enclosed with each letter: 
 A dollar bill 
Printed Survey with six-digit church identification number 
 A return envelope on Tyner United Methodist Church stationery addressed to: 
Internet Use Survey 
Rev. Brian Burch 
6805 Standifer Gap Road 
Chattanooga, TN 37421 
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Kenneth G. Fields 
Alexander Memorial UMC 
P.O. Box 39 
Bishop, VA 24604-0039 
 
February 19, 2004 
 
Dear Fellow Clergy, 
 
Over the last four years, your church has shown strong signs of growth. The conference 
goal continues to be “by all means win some.” One tool for reaching others for Jesus is 
using technology. The question is how to use it more effectively. Brian Burch is 
researching the impact of technology in the local churches of the Holston Conference.  
 
This letter is an invitation for you to complete a confidential survey for our conference.  
 
The survey should take you no more than 15 minutes to complete. You may complete the 
enclosed survey or complete it via the Internet.  
 
If you choose to use the enclosed survey, please complete all questions and return it. 
Your confidentially in this survey will be maintained. The first question asks for your 
church identification number. For your convenience, the number has already been printed 
on your survey. The use of this number allows your answers to be correlated with your 
church’s professions of faith, membership, and attendance. The dollar bill is provided for 
postage expenses. You will need one stamp for the survey. 
 
If you would rather use the Internet, simply enter the following link into your Internet 
browser to complete the survey: http://www.tynerumc.com/survey.htm. You will need 
your church identification number 421138. You may keep the dollar. If you have any 
technical questions, please contact Brian Burch at: Brian_Burch@tynerumc.com or call 
him at 423-892-0444. 
 
Thanks for your help! Your participation means more to us than you know. 
 
 
Dr. Albert J. Bowles Jr. 
Chattanooga District 
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Second Invitation to Pastors 
 
 
Each letter was printed on Chattanooga District Stationery with individualized data for 
each pastor, which corresponded to the information printed on the envelope.  
 
Enclosed with each letter: 
Printed Survey with six-digit church identification number 
 A return envelope with a 37-cent stamp affixed on Tyner United Methodist 
Church stationery addressed to: 
Internet Use Survey 
Rev. Brian Burch 
6805 Standifer Gap Road 
Chattanooga, TN 37421-1410 
   
Burch 111 
Kenneth G. Fields 
Alexander Memorial UMC 
PO Box 39 
Bishop, VA 24604-0039 
 
March 3, 2004 
 
Dear Fellow Clergy,  
 
Two weeks ago, I had the privilege of writing to 154 pastors of churches in the Holston 
Conference that showed significant growth in the last four years. The conference goal 
continues to be “by all means win some.” Since your congregation has demonstrated the 
ability to win some for Jesus, you have been invited to take part in a confidential survey 
seeking to understand to what level technology is being used to reach others for Jesus. 
Brian Burch is conducting this research project. Your input matters.  
 
The purpose of this follow up letter is two-fold. First, it serves as a reminder that all 
surveys need to be returned by March 18. The second is that a slight possibility exists you 
did not receive your first invitation, and I wanted you to be included.  
 
If you have already completed the survey, please ignore this letter and thank you once 
again for your help. The enclosed survey should take you no more than 15 minutes to 
complete. You may use the enclosed survey or complete the survey via the Internet.  
 
If you choose to use the enclosed survey form, please complete all questions and return it 
in the envelope provided. If you would rather complete the survey using the Internet, you 
can go to http://www.tynerumc.com/survey.htm. You will need your church 
identification number which is 421138. If you have any technical questions, please 
contact Brian at: Brian_Burch@tynerumc.com or at 423-892-0444. 
 
Thanks for your help! A report of the findings will be posted to the Tyner Web site on 
March 31 (http://www.tynerumc.com).  
 
 
Albert J. Bowles Jr. 
Chattanooga District  
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Third Invitation to Pastors 
 
From: Brian_Burch@tynerumc.com 
To: therevflds@hotmail.com  
Subject: Growing Churches Survey Invitation 
 
 
 Dear Kenneth, 
  
You are important to me. You pastor one of the 154 growing churches in the 
Holston Conference. Over the last three weeks, you should have received 
two invitations to take part in a survey about your use of the Internet.  
  
For whatever reason, I have not yet received your response. Before the 
survey period ends Thursday, March 18, I wanted to offer you one more 
chance to share your thoughts.  
  
The survey is located online at http://www.tynerumc.com/survey.htm  
You will need your church identification number: 421138
  
Thanks for your time. A final report of the data will be posted March 31 at 
http://www.tynerumc.com.   
  
Praising God for the chance to be used for the good of the kingdom, 
  
Brian Burch 
Associate Pastor 
Tyner United Methodist Church 
Chattanooga District 
423-892-0444 
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APPENDIX F 
 
Sample Population of Churches Sorted by Fcg
 
 
Table F.1. Declining Church Population Nd 
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Beulah UMC Knoxville 417741 1 1 1 3 
Hardin’s Chapel UMC 420293 1 2 2 5 
Pleasant Grove UMC Etowah 414053 1 1 3 5 
Pleasant Hill UMC Knoxville 418643 3 1 1 5 
Bascom UMC 410853 1 2 3 6 
Belfast UMC 421140 4 1 1 6 
Cross UMC 416837 1 3 2 6 
Fall Branch UMC 416928 3 2 1 6 
Forrest Avenue UMC 412500 3 1 2 6 
Mt Zion UMC 414474 1 1 4 6 
Pleasant Hill UMC Roane 419261 3 2 1 6 
Pound UMC 411824 2 2 2 6 
West View UMC 418541 4 1 1 6 
Church Hill UMC 410784 1 3 3 7 
Exeter UMC 411458 1 4 2 7 
Fox UMC 419011 3 2 2 7 
Little Wilson UMC 422816 2 3 2 7 
Milburnton UMC 416030 1 3 3 7 
Mt Pisgah UMC 420442 3 1 3 7 
Norton UMC 411766 5 1 1 7 
Pactolus UMC 417375 1 4 2 7 
Pine Grove UMC 420646 4 2 1 7 
Reynolds Memorial UMC 410363 5 1 1 7 
Tate Chapel UMC 965973 3 2 2 7 
Trinity UMC Oak Ridge 415365 5 1 1 7 
Virginia Avenue UMC Bristol 410443 5 1 1 7 
Weaver UMC 410432 3 2 2 7 
Chestnut Grove UMC 420101 4 2 2 8 
Gethsemane UMC 420134 3 2 3 8 
   
Burch 114 
Church Name C
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McKendree UMC 413003 5 1 2 8 
Mt Hebron UMC 395858 5 1 2 8 
Mt Zion UMC 422177 2 4 2 8 
Oakwood UMC 418324 3 2 3 8 
Pleasant Hill UMC 412010 1 3 4 8 
Simpson UMC 412806 6 1 1 8 
St Luke UMC 417103 6 1 1 8 
Strawberry Plains UMC 420726 6 1 1 8 
Union UMC 421058 3 2 3 8 
Valley Head UMC 414430 2 2 4 8 
Vestal UMC 418461 3 4 1 8 
Big Spring UMC 413787 4 3 2 9 
Bridle Creek UMC 421880 2 2 5 9 
Davis UMC 422268 2 3 4 9 
Decatur UMC 414007 4 3 2 9 
Depews Chapel UMC 417012 5 1 3 9 
East Lake UMC 412442 6 2 1 9 
Grove UMC 422543 6 2 1 9 
Huskey’s Grove UMC 419591 3 1 5 9 
Longview UMC 422155 7 1 1 9 
Looney’s Chapel UMC 421628 5 1 3 9 
McCampbell UMC 396090 1 5 3 9 
Mt Tabor UMC 966294 1 3 5 9 
Mt Wesley UMC 416416 7 1 1 9 
Pleasant Hill UMC Blount 419487 5 1 3 9 
Shady Grove UMC 410977 5 2 2 9 
St Paul’s UMC 414086 6 1 2 9 
Trinity UMC Austinville 422907 3 1 5 9 
Wildwood UMC 413402 5 1 3 9 
Bethel UMC Amherst 395951 8 1 1 10 
Brumley Gap UMC 410135 1 4 5 10 
Chestnut Hill UMC 420123 5 3 2 10 
Clintwood UMC 411380 6 2 2 10 
Eggleston UMC 421162 2 6 2 10 
Emory UMC 410625 6 1 3 10 
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Green Meadow UMC 419204 8 1 1 10 
Harrison UMC 412533 4 2 4 10 
Ketron Memorial UMC 417125 7 2 1 10 
Magnolia Avenue UMC 418302 5 3 2 10 
Midway Memorial UMC 412191 7 1 2 10 
Mooresburg UMC 420340 1 4 5 10 
Mt Hope UMC 422760 5 1 4 10 
Mt Zion UMC 417364 1 5 4 10 
New Victory UMC 416198 5 2 3 10 
Norris UMC 415285 7 2 1 10 
Piney Grove UMC Knoxville 396033 3 3 4 10 
Sand Branch UMC 396055 5 3 2 10 
St John UMC 419501 7 2 1 10 
St Lukes UMC Knoxville 418062 8 1 1 10 
Valley View UMC 410911 4 4 2 10 
Wesley Memorial UMC Etowah 414100 5 2 3 10 
Wheeler UMC 417513 8 1 1 10 
Albright UMC 396432 6 2 3 11 
Asbury Chapel UMC 415434 8 2 1 11 
Bethel UMC Roane 419831 2 4 5 11 
Binfield UMC 418905 1 7 3 11 
Bungalow UMC 419385 1 5 5 11 
Carvosso UMC 410124 3 2 6 11 
Central UMC Bean Station 419900 8 1 2 11 
Chevront UMC 415456 2 6 3 11 
Coeburn UMC 411403 4 5 2 11 
Daisy UMC 413925 8 2 1 11 
Damascus UMC 410567 3 5 3 11 
Dodson Creek UMC 417546 1 5 5 11 
Ebenezer UMC 965893 1 5 5 11 
Fincastle UMC 414942 8 2 1 11 
First UMC Pigeon Forge 419603 8 1 2 11 
Garden UMC 421242 4 3 4 11 
Harriman UMC 414986 5 4 2 11 
Island Creek UMC 422862 6 3 2 11 
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Jellico UMC 415024 4 2 5 11 
Jonesborough UMC 416360 9 1 1 11 
Macedonia UMC Knoxville 418288 6 4 1 11 
Martel UMC 414760 7 1 3 11 
McDonald UMC 413878 3 5 3 11 
Meadowview UMC 410864 7 3 1 11 
Mountain View UMC 418472 5 5 1 11 
Mt Airy UMC 420500 4 3 4 11 
Mt Ephraim UMC 418610 6 3 2 11 
Nickelsville UMC 411744 2 7 2 11 
Payne’s Chapel UMC 413105 2 5 4 11 
Pleasant Hill UMC 414350 1 7 3 11 
Providence UMC 418415 3 5 3 11 
Riceville UMC 414281 4 3 4 11 
Rock Springs UMC 417400 5 4 2 11 
Russell Chapel UMC 412260 5 2 4 11 
Second UMC 418404 9 1 1 11 
Smyth Chapel UMC 412076 4 3 4 11 
Soddy UMC 414304 9 1 1 11 
St Luke UMC Bristol 410328 2 8 1 11 
St Matthew UMC 417147 8 1 2 11 
Tyner UMC 414428 9 1 1 11 
Vermont UMC 417320 9 1 1 11 
Wesley UMC 413275 6 2 3 11 
White Oak UMC 412863 8 2 1 11 
Bookwalter UMC 395973 9 2 1 12 
Brainerd UMC 412340 10 1 1 12 
Byars Cobbs UMC 410044 3 4 5 12 
Central UMC Knoxville 418005 10 1 1 12 
Dotson’s Campground UMC 414793 1 7 4 12 
East Pine Grove Park UMC 416325 9 1 2 12 
Englewood UMC 414042 7 3 2 12 
First UMC Bristol 410341 9 2 1 12 
First UMC Galax 422086 8 3 1 12 
First UMC Marion 410807 10 1 1 12 
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Fries UMC 422042 7 4 1 12 
Hills Union UMC 420282 1 7 4 12 
Liberty Hill UMC 415992 4 2 6 12 
Meadowview UMC 417570 1 5 6 12 
Mountain View UMC 413960 3 5 4 12 
Mt Carmel UMC 414268 1 4 7 12 
Mt Zion UMC Claiborne 415230 2 6 4 12 
Munsey Memorial UMC 416303 10 1 1 12 
Red Bank UMC 412646 10 1 1 12 
Sinking Springs UMC 411004 7 2 3 12 
Thompson’s UMC 415398 3 3 6 12 
Trinity UMC Cleveland 966498 3 4 5 12 
Trinity UMC Morristown 420351 10 1 1 12 
Woods Chapel UMC 414997 2 5 5 12 
Wright’s Chapel UMC 410113 4 2 6 12 
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Table F.2. Stable Church Population Ns
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Abingdon UMC 410204 10 1 2 13 
Asbury UMC 413834 7 5 1 13 
Bethel UMC 416713 3 7 3 13 
Bethel UMC French Broad 417865 3 4 6 13 
Boones Creek UMC 415888 9 1 3 13 
Brooks Memorial UMC 413047 5 7 1 13 
Calhoun UMC 413743 6 5 2 13 
Carter’s Chapel UMC 420486 4 5 4 13 
Cawood UMC 415558 5 4 4 13 
Cedar Grove UMC 415902 4 7 2 13 
Centenary UMC 416085 9 3 1 13 
Christ First UMC 421082 4 5 4 13 
Dublin UMC 421982 10 2 1 13 
Elizabeth UMC 422224 4 4 5 13 
Elk Garden UMC 421184 7 4 2 13 
First UMC Elizabethton 415981 9 3 1 13 
First UMC Oak Ridge 415321 10 1 2 13 
Green Valley UMC Bastian 421710 4 4 5 13 
Lake City UMC 415081 7 4 2 13 
Lennon Seney UMC 966410 9 3 1 13 
Mafair UMC 417182 10 1 2 13 
Meadow UMC 419523 3 7 3 13 
Middle Creek UMC 419534 3 9 1 13 
Mt Carmel UMC 416336 5 6 2 13 
Mt Pleasant UMC Greeneville 420497 8 3 2 13 
New Century UMC 966363 2 8 3 13 
Persia UMC 417433 3 5 5 13 
Red Oak UMC 422452 4 5 4 13 
Riverside UMC 420885 6 3 4 13 
Sardis UMC 413286 6 4 3 13 
St Andrews UMC Knoxville 418563 7 5 1 13 
Watauga Point UMC 416063 3 9 1 13 
West Galax UMC 422805 9 1 3 13 
West Market Street UMC 965995 1 6 6 13 
Williamson’s Chapel UMC 419113 4 3 6 13 
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Bradbury UMC 414703 7 2 5 14 
Buckner Memorial UMC 419328 7 1 6 14 
Clear Springs UMC 415946 4 8 2 14 
Cooke Memorial UMC 966603 3 6 5 14 
First UMC Surgoinsville 417488 9 2 3 14 
Grace UMC 416121 6 5 3 14 
Graysville UMC 414188 7 5 2 14 
Inskip UMC 418222 7 4 3 14 
Keith Memorial UMC 413641 10 1 3 14 
Kincaid UMC 417524 5 3 6 14 
King’s Grove UMC 418233 4 4 6 14 
Max Meadows UMC 422281 6 3 5 14 
McCready UMC 410738 5 2 7 14 
McFerrin UMC 416850 5 1 8 14 
Mt Hermon UMC Tazewell 420910 3 7 4 14 
Mt Zion UMC Bland 417832 4 6 4 14 
Pilot UMC 421812 5 6 3 14 
Rutherford Memorial UMC 418701 8 5 1 14 
Sale Creek UMC 414018 5 2 7 14 
St Charles UMC 411813 6 3 5 14 
Tasso UMC 414406 6 6 2 14 
Ten Mile UMC 414177 1 7 6 14 
Union Temple UMC 395916 5 6 3 14 
Baileyton UMC 420010 5 6 4 15 
Blackwell’s Chapel UMC 410011 3 6 6 15 
Cleveland UMC Castlewood 410501 6 4 5 15 
Davis Memorial UMC 410875 4 8 3 15 
Evensville UMC 414122 6 3 6 15 
Falls Mills UMC 421220 6 1 8 15 
First UMC Jefferson City 420305 10 1 4 15 
First UMC Pearisburg 421402 10 4 1 15 
Forest UMC 422270 8 2 5 15 
Fort Gibson UMC 410410 5 7 3 15 
Franklin Street UMC 965767 8 1 6 15 
Grace UMC 410820 7 5 3 15 
Harrogate UMC 414907 6 8 1 15 
Ingram Village UMC 421630 4 7 4 15 
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Main St UMC 421583 9 3 3 15 
Marble Point UMC 411562 1 9 5 15 
Morgan’s Chapel UMC 418095 4 10 1 15 
Morrison Chapel UMC 417205 7 6 2 15 
Mt Olivet UMC Tazewell 420852 4 8 3 15 
Mt Pleasant UMC Talbott 419330 4 6 5 15 
Pleasant Hill UMC 420794 5 3 7 15 
Round Bottom UMC 421732 5 5 5 15 
Shiloh UMC Rutledge 418951 3 9 3 15 
St Paul East UMC 396077 3 10 2 15 
St Paul UMC Fountain City 418381 9 1 5 15 
Trinity UMC Lenoir City 415126 5 3 7 15 
Union Grove UMC - Blount 419818 6 8 1 15 
Walnut Grove UMC 419875 3 4 8 15 
Wilbur Memorial UMC 965676 2 7 6 15 
Willis UMC 422736 5 6 4 15 
Bethany UMC 411061 4 5 7 16 
Bethel UMC Bluefield 965530 3 7 6 16 
Bewley’s Chapel UMC 420668 4 9 3 16 
Burkett’s Chapel UMC 966523 5 4 7 16 
Campground UMC 411755 5 8 3 16 
Community UMC 417284 8 5 3 16 
Dunbar UMC 411265 6 6 4 16 
Dungannon UMC 411482 6 2 8 16 
Eastdale Village Community UMC 412420 6 1 9 16 
First UMC Church Hill 416848 7 7 2 16 
First UMC Narrows 421366 9 6 1 16 
First UMC Newport 420544 9 1 6 16 
Forkners Chapel UMC 419248 5 9 2 16 
Highland Plaza UMC 412566 5 4 7 16 
Kathleen Memorial UMC 421388 3 4 9 16 
Madam Russell UMC 410988 6 7 3 16 
Mascot UMC 418585 5 6 5 16 
McFarland UMC 412602 5 9 2 16 
New Hope UMC 965621 4 5 7 16 
New Salem UMC 413060 5 3 8 16 
Oliver Springs UMC 415387 6 2 8 16 
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Pleasant Grove UMC 413218 7 3 6 16 
Pocahontas UMC 421446 7 2 7 16 
Randolph UMC 966465 7 6 3 16 
Rheatown UMC 416074 3 8 5 16 
Riverside UMC 410476 5 5 6 16 
Signal Mountain UMC 413220 6 8 2 16 
Speedwell UMC 422372 7 1 8 16 
Spivey UMC 414337 6 4 6 16 
St Andrews UMC Chattanooga 412704 6 9 1 16 
St Mark UMC 966000 7 5 4 16 
Three Springs UMC 410272 5 8 3 16 
Tuckaleechee UMC 419807 5 7 4 16 
Valley Forge UMC 416041 6 3 7 16 
Vine Grove UMC 414463 6 2 8 16 
Wooten’s Chapel UMC 419977 3 10 3 16 
Aldersgate UMC 422383 8 8 1 17 
Aldersgate UMC Bristol 416702 8 1 8 17 
Anderson Street UMC 410306 7 8 2 17 
Andersonville UMC 414667 9 7 1 17 
Antioch UMC 420338 6 3 8 17 
Austin Springs UMC 416017 8 4 5 17 
Axley’s Chapel UMC 419088 5 3 9 17 
Benton UMC 413710 3 8 6 17 
Bethel UMC 421856 7 3 7 17 
Clearview UMC 421685 6 7 4 17 
Dryden UMC 411505 5 4 8 17 
Dunlap UMC 412965 8 8 1 17 
Emory UMC 416906 6 8 3 17 
Fairview UMC 417967 4 7 6 17 
First UMC Pennington Gap 411802 7 9 1 17 
First UMC Richlands 421504 9 1 7 17 
Fort Oglethorpe UMC 412511 9 7 1 17 
Kingsley UMC 417023 9 2 6 17 
Mary’s Chapel UMC 419911 6 6 5 17 
Otterbein UMC 395450 7 9 1 17 
Romeo UMC 419944 6 7 4 17 
Russellville UMC 420806 8 1 8 17 
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St Mark UMC Knoxville 418370 9 1 7 17 
Trinity UMC Bristol 410421 8 7 2 17 
Valley View UMC 414895 6 6 5 17 
Adams Chapel UMC 416781 5 6 7 18 
Bethel UMC 966022 5 6 7 18 
Bethel UMC Loudon 419432 7 3 8 18 
Blountville UMC 416770 9 1 8 18 
Campground UMC 419762 3 8 7 18 
Cassidy UMC 416826 10 1 7 18 
Chestuee UMC 413812 2 10 6 18 
Chilhowie UMC 410523 8 8 2 18 
First UMC Gatlinburg 419066 7 10 1 18 
First UMC Mountain City 410922 7 1 10 18 
Gate City UMC 411607 8 8 2 18 
Jonesville UMC 411711 9 5 4 18 
Lebanon UMC Chilhowie 410534 4 7 7 18 
Marvins Chapel UMC 416405 7 7 4 18 
Mary’s Chapel UMC 410330 3 8 7 18 
Midway UMC 419933 9 2 7 18 
Mountain View UMC Abingdon 410795 7 4 7 18 
Mountain View UMC Chilhowie 410556 7 9 2 18 
Norwood UMC 418621 9 1 8 18 
Panther Springs UMC 420588 10 7 1 18 
Rockwood UMC 415445 8 8 2 18 
St Clair UMC 414554 6 3 9 18 
St Luke UMC 412761 8 7 3 18 
St Marks UMC 412783 8 2 8 18 
Sulphur Springs UMC 413300 7 2 9 18 
Trinity UMC Wise 412065 6 9 3 18 
Virginia Avenue UMC Bluefield 421060 8 8 2 18 
Welch’s Chapel UMC 413366 8 3 7 18 
Wyndale UMC 410237 5 6 7 18 
Auburn UMC 421823 8 2 9 19 
Bland UMC 421845 7 8 4 19 
East Ridge UMC 412668 9 6 4 19 
East Stone Gap UMC 411527 9 2 8 19 
Elizabeth Chapel UMC 416553 9 1 9 19 
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Fancy Gap UMC 422133 5 4 10 19 
First UMC Bluefield 421047 8 10 1 19 
First UMC Knoxville 418142 9 1 9 19 
Glendale UMC 441262 8 2 9 19 
Hales Chapel UMC 965687 5 7 7 19 
Hillcrest UMC 418186 8 3 8 19 
Jones Chapel UMC 413776 3 9 7 19 
Kendricks Creek UMC 417001 9 8 2 19 
Limestone Cove UMC 416165 9 1 9 19 
McCarty UMC 416393 8 9 2 19 
Mt Carmel UMC 417227 8 7 4 19 
New Tazewell UMC 415183 9 2 8 19 
Philadelphia UMC 419580 6 5 8 19 
Pisgah UMC 417796 4 9 6 19 
Pleasant Valley UMC 420577 5 8 6 19 
Randolph Avenue UMC 966044 8 9 2 19 
Rural Retreat UMC 422554 9 2 8 19 
South Cleveland UMC 413845 10 1 8 19 
Stanley UMC 966328 8 7 4 19 
Thornsprings UMC 422601 7 9 3 19 
Tip Top UMC 421435 8 3 8 19 
Tranquility UMC 414235 6 6 7 19 
Trinity UMC Greeneville 395277 10 2 7 19 
Walden’s Creek UMC 419773 7 6 6 19 
Washington Chapel UMC 411141 7 5 7 19 
West End UMC 422667 5 10 4 19 
Woodlawn UMC 965962 6 6 7 19 
Bluff City UMC 415866 9 9 2 20 
Carpenters UMC 419408 7 9 4 20 
Carter Street UMC 422485 9 2 9 20 
Chilcutt UMC 413798 7 6 7 20 
Ducktown UMC 414020 4 8 8 20 
Eden UMC 416110 4 7 9 20 
Fairhaven UMC 416347 9 3 8 20 
First UMC Alcoa 418927 10 9 1 20 
First UMC Whitwell 413388 7 9 4 20 
Friendsville UMC 419022 7 4 9 20 
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Independence UMC 422144 8 9 3 20 
Jones Memorial UMC 412544 9 10 1 20 
Mt Pleasant UMC 422326 9 2 9 20 
Niota UMC 414202 7 8 5 20 
Noe’s Chapel UMC 420236 9 3 8 20 
Oakland UMC 421878 9 2 9 20 
Okolona UMC 417353 5 8 7 20 
Quarry UMC 411152 5 9 6 20 
Roan Mountain UMC 416495 6 5 9 20 
Rockhold UMC 415855 9 1 10 20 
Shady Grove UMC Pearisburg 421776 6 7 7 20 
Smith’s Chapel UMC 411697 7 5 8 20 
Sneedville UMC 420704 7 5 8 20 
Spring City UMC 414361 8 5 7 20 
State Street UMC 410408 10 9 1 20 
Taylor Memorial UMC 416520 5 6 9 20 
Washington Pike UMC 418506 10 1 9 20 
Wesley Memorial UMC 412841 7 8 5 20 
Bond Memorial UMC 411436 5 9 7 21 
Broadway UMC 419363 9 3 9 21 
Cedar Bluff UMC Cedar Bluff 421127 8 5 8 21 
Chestua UMC 419341 6 7 8 21 
First Centenary UMC 412464 10 10 1 21 
First UMC Dayton 413947 9 4 8 21 
First UMC Johnson City 416223 10 10 1 21 
First UMC Sweetwater 419727 9 2 10 21 
First UMC Tellico Plains 419740 8 3 10 21 
Flintstone UMC 412486 8 4 9 21 
Fountain City UMC 418164 10 1 10 21 
Grace UMC 413151 10 1 10 21 
Graham’s Forge UMC 422964 6 6 9 21 
Grigsby Chapel UMC 414964 6 9 6 21 
Hixson UMC 412987 10 10 1 21 
John Wesley UMC 965938 9 4 8 21 
Middle Valley UMC 414213 10 1 10 21 
Morgan Memorial UMC 411926 6 8 7 21 
Mt Crest UMC 414372 7 8 6 21 
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Mt Zion UMC 422576 6 9 6 21 
Mt Zion UMC North Tazewell 420863 6 9 6 21 
Shiloh UMC 418574 9 3 9 21 
Trinity UMC Athens 413663 10 1 10 21 
Trinity UMC Knoxville 418426 10 2 9 21 
Wesley Memorial UMC 416358 10 1 10 21 
Wesley Memorial UMC Cleveland 414417 10 1 10 21 
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Cedar Bluff UMC Damascus 410088 7 8 7 22 
Clouds Bend UMC 416883 6 8 8 22 
First UMC Maryville 419443 10 2 10 22 
Glen Alpine UMC 416941 10 2 10 22 
Hurst UMC 966317 7 7 8 22 
Kern Memorial UMC 415343 10 2 10 22 
McClure’s Chapel UMC 411208 5 10 7 22 
Mountain View UMC 419647 9 10 3 22 
Mt Zion UMC 395871 9 3 10 22 
New Life UMC 417728 5 8 9 22 
New Mt Olive UMC 965665 8 5 9 22 
Nottingham UMC 411345 9 4 9 22 
Parrottsville UMC 420602 8 8 6 22 
Pikeville UMC 413127 8 8 6 22 
Sand Mountain UMC 413184 7 9 6 22 
St John UMC Mtn City 410215 6 8 8 22 
Vincent UMC 416440 7 6 9 22 
Washington Hills UMC 966487 6 7 9 22 
Wauhatchie UMC 413344 6 7 9 22 
Zion UMC Knoxville 418723 7 7 8 22 
Bell’s Campground UMC 414851 6 9 8 23 
Chuckey UMC 415924 7 8 8 23 
Embreeville UMC 416438 6 10 7 23 
Emerald Avenue UMC 418107 10 3 10 23 
First UMC Farragut 418197 10 3 10 23 
First UMC Madisonville 419124 9 4 10 23 
First UMC Sevierville 419705 10 3 10 23 
First UMC White Pine 420761 9 8 6 23 
Haven Chapel UMC 966374 7 9 7 23 
Jones Chapel UMC 420178 5 9 9 23 
Morganville UMC 413058 7 9 7 23 
Mt Olive UMC 966385 8 6 9 23 
Peck’s Memorial UMC 419465 8 7 8 23 
Red Hill UMC 413936 6 9 8 23 
Signal Crest UMC 412794 10 10 3 23 
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Solway UMC 415503 6 9 8 23 
St John UMC 412522 10 5 8 23 
Sulphur Springs UMC Lebanon 411128 9 9 5 23 
Apison UMC 413606 7 9 8 24 
Appalachia UMC 411287 8 9 7 24 
Beaver Ridge UMC 414680 10 4 10 24 
Burnett Memorial UMC 419625 6 10 8 24 
Coleman’s Chapel UMC 420750 6 9 9 24 
Colonial Heights UMC Knoxville 418040 10 4 10 24 
Ebenezer UMC Bluefield 421264 9 6 9 24 
Fairview UMC 414144 8 6 10 24 
First Broad Street UMC 417067 10 10 4 24 
First UMC Dandridge 420167 9 5 10 24 
First UMC Oneida 415401 9 7 8 24 
Floyd UMC 422053 8 7 9 24 
Harmon’s Valley UMC 419922 8 8 8 24 
Kodak UMC 417901 10 4 10 24 
LaFollette UMC 415013 8 8 8 24 
Miller’s Chapel UMC Union 415172 7 8 9 24 
Rocky Gap UMC 421526 8 9 7 24 
South Bristol UMC 410385 9 6 9 24 
St Mark UMC Clinton 414840 6 9 9 24 
Three Bells UMC 411367 5 10 9 24 
Walland UMC 419842 7 8 9 24 
Watkins Chapel UMC 419192 8 7 9 24 
Central UMC Radford 422508 9 7 9 25 
George Street UMC 420327 10 5 10 25 
Jacksboro UMC 415002 6 9 10 25 
Lebanon Memorial UMC 410762 9 9 7 25 
Lonsdale UMC 418266 8 7 10 25 
Love’s Memorial UMC 420635 8 9 8 25 
Alexander Memorial UMC 421138 9 9 8 26 
Asbury UMC 420225 10 8 8 26 
Bearden UMC 417945 10 7 9 26 
Christ UMC 420247 10 8 8 26 
Colonial Heights UMC 417240 10 6 10 26 
Edgewood UMC 417557 7 10 9 26 
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Elm Springs UMC 416861 7 10 9 26 
First UMC Cleveland 413823 9 10 7 26 
Honaker UMC 421322 7 9 10 26 
Middlesettlements UMC 419352 8 9 9 26 
Mt Hermon UMC Knox 415228 9 7 10 26 
Oakland UMC 419567 8 9 9 26 
Ottway UMC 420475 9 7 10 26 
Piney Flats UMC 416462 9 7 10 26 
Ross Campground UMC 417466 9 9 8 26 
Salem UMC 416792 9 8 9 26 
Asbury UMC Knoxville 417706 9 8 10 27 
Centenary UMC 420384 8 10 9 27 
Clapps Chapel UMC 417785 8 10 9 27 
First UMC Bulls Gap 420065 7 10 10 27 
Hiltons Memorial UMC 411642 10 8 9 27 
Immanuel UMC 419283 8 10 9 27 
St Paul UMC 416531 9 9 9 27 
Steelesburg UMC 421696 9 8 10 27 
Stone Dam UMC 415970 9 9 9 27 
Sulphur Springs UMC 416507 7 10 10 27 
Sunbright UMC 415525 8 10 9 27 
Unicoi UMC 416564 9 10 8 27 
Valley View UMC 416176 8 9 10 27 
Addilynn Memorial UMC 410248 10 8 10 28 
Allen Memorial UMC 413628 9 9 10 28 
Concord UMC Knox 414884 10 10 8 28 
Fairview UMC 416187 10 8 10 28 
First UMC Copperhill 413880 10 9 9 28 
First UMC Morristown 420407 10 8 10 28 
Glenwood UMC 422656 9 10 9 28 
Grange Hall UMC 416963 9 9 10 28 
Hunt Memorial UMC 410352 9 9 10 28 
Liberty Hill UMC 420420 9 10 9 28 
Mt Olivet UMC 418552 9 10 9 28 
New Salem UMC 419545 9 10 9 28 
St Elmo UMC Chattanooga 412726 9 10 9 28 
St Paul UMC 422645 10 8 10 28 
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Atkins UMC 422587 9 10 10 29 
Beech Grove UMC 410693 9 10 10 29 
Bethel UMC Seymour 418940 10 9 10 29 
Cherokee UMC 415957 9 10 10 29 
Church Street UMC 418027 10 9 10 29 
Ebenezer UMC Knoxville 417843 9 10 10 29 
Faith UMC 417171 9 10 10 29 
First UMC Hillsville 422122 10 9 10 29 
First UMC Pulaski 422406 10 10 9 29 
Holston View UMC 411664 10 9 10 29 
Hunter UMC 416006 10 10 9 29 
Kingston UMC 415046 10 10 9 29 
Lookout Mountain UMC 412588 10 9 10 29 
Luminary UMC 413630 9 10 10 29 
Mt Vale UMC 422348 10 10 9 29 
Rising Fawn UMC 413162 9 10 10 29 
St Mark’s UMC 419306 9 10 10 29 
Telford UMC 416542 10 9 10 29 
Trenton UMC 413322 9 10 10 29 
Trinity UMC Big Stone Gap 411323 10 9 10 29 
Broad Street UMC 413801 10 10 10 30 
Burks UMC 413721 10 10 10 30 
Central UMC Lenoir City 415104 10 10 10 30 
Christ UMC 412681 10 10 10 30 
Christ UMC Knoxville 418038 10 10 10 30 
Cokesbury UMC 417683 10 10 10 30 
Crossroads UMC 417034 10 10 10 30 
Edgefield UMC 416518 10 10 10 30 
Fairview UMC 419421 10 10 10 30 
First UMC Rogersville 417422 10 10 10 30 
Gray UMC 416201 10 10 10 30 
Holly Avenue UMC 413242 10 10 10 30 
Logan’s Chapel UMC 419168 10 10 10 30 
Loudon UMC 419181 10 10 10 30 
Memorial UMC Clinton 414827 10 10 10 30 
Middlebrook Pike UMC 418608 10 10 10 30 
Mountain View UMC 417262 10 10 10 30 
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Ooltewah UMC 414224 10 10 10 30 
Pleasant View UMC Abingdon 410226 10 10 10 30 
Powell UMC 418665 10 10 10 30 
Rich Creek UMC 421481 10 10 10 30 
Seymour UMC 419738 10 10 10 30 
Shady Grove UMC 420180 10 10 10 30 
Tazewell UMC 415560 10 10 10 30 
Trentville UMC 420748 10 10 10 30 
 
   
Burch 131 
APPENDIX G 
 
Survey Validification Instrument Used with Tyner United Methodist Church  
 
The following survey instrument was presented to the Tyner United Methodist Church on 
2 November 2003 as a bulletin insert. It was on the front and back of a legal-sized single 
sheet of blue-colored paper. Instructions given from the pulpit at the beginning of the 
three worship services were, “Enclosed in your bulletin this morning you will find a 
survey examining the use of technology among those who attend our church. Please 
know that even if you do not use the computer, your completed survey makes a 
difference. Please return completed surveys to the welcome desk and you will receive a 
token of appreciation for your time.” The token of appreciation was an Andes mint.  
 
1. What personal technology items do you own (check all that apply)? 
? Cellular telephone 
? Cell phone that takes pictures 
? Digital camera 
? GPS system for car 
? DVD player 
? Satellite dish for TV 
? Home theater system 
? Desktop computer 
? Laptop/Notebook PC 
? Palmtop computer (PDA) 
2. How many computers do you own? 
? 0 
? 1 
? 2 
? 3-9 
? 10 or more 
3. How do you access the Internet? (Check all that apply) 
? Standard phone line at work/school 
? Standard phone line at home 
? Cable modem or DSL at work/school 
? Cable modem or DSL at home 
? Other 
? Do not access the Internet 
4. When did you first start going online? 
? Last six months 
? A year ago 
? 2 or 3 years ago 
? More than 3 years ago 
? Do not go online 
5. Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or spiritual resources? 
(Check all that apply). 
? Devotional resources 
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? Prayer resources 
? Information on matters of doctrine 
? Information on matters of faith 
? Information on the Bible 
? Resources for use in worship services 
? Resources for use in educational programs 
? Discussion groups or other online faith communities 
? Information related to other denominations or faiths 
? Information about discipleship opportunities 
? Resources for planning and supporting missionary work 
? Have not used the Internet for faith resources 
6. How often do you check your e-mail? 
? Never 
? Less than once a week 
? Once a week 
? Once a day 
? Multiple times a day 
7. How many e-mails do you send in an average day? 
? 1 or less 
? 2 to 3 
? 4 to 5 
? 6 to 7 
? 8 or more 
8. Please select the statement that best reflects the nature of your personal e-mail 
practices. 
? I have one e-mail account that I access from work/school 
? I have one e-mail account that I access from home 
? I have one e-mail account that I access from both work/school and home 
? I have multiple e-mail accounts that I access from work 
? I have multiple e-mail accounts that I access from home 
? I have e-mail account(s) that I access only from work/school and account(s) that I 
access only from home 
? I have multiple e-mail accounts that I access from work/school and home 
? Other arrangement 
? Do not use e-mail 
9. Which of the following do you think the church should distribute via e-mail? (Check 
all that apply) 
? Newsletter 
? Financial reports 
? Committee and/or board minutes 
? Meeting reminders 
? Prayer concerns 
? Weekly devotionals 
? Pastoral letters 
? Other 
? No church communications should be sent out via e-mail  
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10. What is your current age? 
? 6-19 
? 20-29 
? 30-39 
? 40-49 
? 50-59 
? 60-69 
? 70 and above 
11. How long have you been attending Tyner?  
? Less than 1 year 
? Between 1 and 3 years 
? Between 4 and 6 years 
? Between 6 and 15 years 
? Between 16 and 25 years  
? More than 25 years 
12. How often have you used Instant Messaging or a similar product in the last month? 
? Have not used  
? Once  
? Once a week 
? Once a day or more 
13. How often have you been to a chat room in the last month? 
? Have not used 
? Once  
? Once a week 
? Once a day or more  
14. How often have you used a chat room or Instant Messaging to discuss religious topics 
in last month? 
? Have not used 
? Once  
? Once a week 
? Once a day or more 
15. How often have you heard other church members discuss Instant Messaging or chat 
rooms in the last month? 
? Have not heard discussed 
? Once  
? Once a week 
? Once a day or more 
16. How many Web pages have you personally created? 
? None 
? 1-5 
? 5-10 
? More than 10 
17. Have you ever been to the Tyner Web site?  
? Yes 
? No  
18. Which of the following would you like to see on our Web site?  
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? Encouraging visitors to attend (providing directions, special sections for potential 
visitors, etc.)  
? Post photos of congregational events 
? Provide youth group material and activities 
? Post Newsletters 
? Provide a space to post or respond to prayer needs 
? Allow members to sign up for classes or programs  
? Promote missionary/evangelical work 
? Promote legislative or social justice action 
? Provide live, online discussion space for study or prayer groups 
? Provide Web casts of services, ceremonies, or rites 
? Publish schedules, meeting minutes, building plans, or other internal 
communications of the congregation 
19. Please rank from 1 to 5 the following reasons why our church should maintain a Web 
site (1 most important, 5 least important)  
____ We want to share the good new of Jesus 
____ We want to provide information about our church to nonmembers 
____ We want to provide information about church activities to members 
____ We want to keep congregation updated constantly about prayer concerns 
____ We want to stay culturally relevant 
20. Do you know of anyone who has visited our church after visiting our church Web site 
first? 
? Yes 
? No 
? Do not know 
21. Have you grown spiritually because of our church Web site? 
? Yes 
? No 
? Do not know 
22. Have you used the church Web site to learn about a small group?  
? Yes 
? No 
? Do not know  
23. Currently, the average household income for our community is $72,000. How does 
your household compare to this average? 
? Significantly less than average 
? Less than average 
? Average 
? Slightly above average 
? Significantly above average 
24. How much money per year should our church budget for Web ministries? 
? Zero 
? Less then $100 
? $101 to $500 
? $501-750 
? More than $750 
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25. Which of the following statements describes your attitude to change:  
? Out-of-the-box thinker, artist, inventor, not loyal to history, thrive on new ideas, 
bored with the commonplace 
? See an idea, like it, and strive to act on it, like to embrace reasonable new ideas 
? Adopt new ideas when see that they not only work but benefit the organization, 
willing to make incremental change 
? Dependable, loyal, consistent, cautious, and conservative about change. 
? Love routine and rituals, have great appreciation for historical effectiveness and 
values. 
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APPENDIX H 
 
Survey Validification Results from Tyner United Methodist Church 
 
The population consisted of the attendance of the three Sunday morning worship services 
on 2 November 2003 (N=353). The total sample (n) was 106. Responses are given in 
percent of persons responding to each question. 
 
1. What personal technology items do you own (check all that apply)? 
 84.0 Cellular telephone 
 1.9 Cell phone that takes pictures 
 36.8  Digital camera 
 3.8   GPS system for car 
 55.7  DVD player 
 6.6   Satellite dish for TV 
 19.8  Home theater system 
 75.5 Desktop computer 
 23.6 Laptop/Notebook PC 
 16.0 Palmtop computer (PDA) 
2. How many computers do you own? 
 22.3 0 
 44.7 1 
 15.5 2 
 20.4 3-9 
 0.0 10 or more 
3. How do you access the Internet? (Check all that apply) 
 10.4   Standard phone line at work/school 
 34.0   Standard phone line at home 
 30.2   Cable modem or DSL at work/school 
 33.0   Cable modem or DSL at home 
 1.9   Other 
 15.1   Do not access the Internet 
4. When did you first start going online? 
 0.0   Last six months 
 4.1   A year ago 
 13.4   2 or 3 years ago 
 69.1   More than 3 years ago 
  13.4 Do not go online 
5. Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or spiritual resources? 
(Check all that apply). 
 23.6  Devotional resources 
 17.0  Prayer resources 
 14.2   Information on matters of doctrine 
 16.0  Information on matters of faith 
 29.2  Information on the Bible 
 9.4   Resources for use in worship services 
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 23.6   Resources for use in educational programs 
 4.7   Discussion groups or other online faith communities 
 14.2   Information related to other denominations or faiths 
 4.7   Information about discipleship opportunities 
 6.6   Resources for planning and supporting missionary work 
  22.7 Have not used the Internet for faith resources 
6. How often do you check your e-mail? 
 12.6   Never 
 5.3   Less than once a week 
 15.8   Once a week 
 30.5   Once a day 
  35.8 Multiple times a day 
7. How many e-mails do you send in an average day? 
 42.0   1 or less 
 25.0   2 to 3 
 10.2   4 to 5 
 4.5   6 to 7 
 18.2   8 or more 
8. Please select the statement that best reflects the nature of your personal e-mail 
practices. 
 15.1   I have one e-mail account that I access from work/school 
 34.9   I have one e-mail account that I access from home 
 4.7   I have one e-mail account that I access from both work/school and home 
 3.8   I have multiple e-mail accounts that I access from work 
 5.7   I have multiple e-mail accounts that I access from home 
 15.1   I have e-mail account(s) that I access only from work/school and account(s) 
that I access only from home 
 10.0   I have multiple e-mail accounts that I access from work/school and home 
 0.0   Other arrangement 
 11.3   Do not use e-mail 
9. Which of the following do you think the church should distribute via e-mail? (Check 
all that apply) 
 58.5  Newsletter 
 29.2 Financial reports 
 42.4   Committee and/or board minutes 
 51.9   Meeting reminders 
 68.9   Prayer concerns 
 43.4   Weekly devotionals 
 38.7   Pastoral letters 
 2.8   Other 
 3.8   No church communications should be sent out via e-mail  
10. What is your current age? 
 3.8   6-19 
 1.9   20-29 
 11.5   30-39 
 19.2 40-49 
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 20.2   50-59 
 20.2   60-69 
 23.1 70 and above 
11. How long have you been attending Tyner?  
 8.7  Less than 1 year 
    6.8 Between 1 and 3 years 
 11.6   Between 4 and 6 years 
 27.2 Between 6 and 15 years 
 17.5   Between 16 and 25 years  
 28.2   More than 25 years 
12. How often have you used Instant Messaging or similar product in the last month? 
 66.0   Have not used  
   5.2  Once  
   12.4 Once a week  
   14.4 Once a day or more 
13. How often have you been to a chat room in the last month? 
 95.6   Have not used 
 2.1   Once  
 1.0   Once a week 
 1.0   Once a day or more  
14. How often have you used a chat room or Instant Messaging to discuss religious topics 
in last month? 
 95.7 Have not used 
 3.2 Once  
 1.1 Once a week 
 0.0  Once a day or more 
15. How often have you heard other church members discuss Instant Messaging or chat 
rooms in the last month? 
 88.6  Have not heard discussed 
 3.1   Once  
 7.2   Once a week 
 1.0 Once a day or more 
16. How many Web pages have you personally created? 
 85.6   None 
 10.3   1-5 
 1.0   5-10 
 3.1   More than 10 
17. Have you ever been to the Tyner Web site?  
 68.3   Yes 
 31.7   No  
18. Which of the following would you like to see on our Web site?  
 62.3   Encouraging visitors to attend (providing directions, special sections for 
potential visitors, etc.)  
 61.3   Post photos of congregational events 
 58.5   Provide youth group material and activities 
 46.2 Post newsletters 
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 55.7   Provide a space to post or respond to prayer needs 
 44.3   Allow members to sign up for classes or programs  
 20.8   Promote missionary/evangelical work 
 17.9   Promote legislative or social justice action 
 23.6   Provide live, online discussion space for study or prayer groups 
 23.6   Provide Web casts of services, ceremonies, or rites 
 60.4   Publish schedules, meeting minutes, building plans, or other internal 
communications of the congregation 
19. Please rank from 1 to 5 the following reasons why our church should maintain a Web 
site (1 most important, 5 least important)  
 1.9   We want to share the good new of Jesus 
 2.5   We want to provide information about our church to nonmembers 
 2.8   We want to provide information about church activities to members 
 3.1   We want to keep congregation updated constantly about prayer concerns 
 4.7   We want to stay culturally relevant 
20. Do you know of anyone who has visited our church after visiting our church Web site 
first? 
 9.6   Yes 
 59.6   No 
 30.8   Do not know 
21. Have you grown spiritually because of our church Web site? 
 13.5   Yes 
 68.5   No 
 18.0   Do not know 
22. Have you used the church Web site to learn about a small group?  
 16.7   Yes 
 81.1   No 
 2.2   Do not know  
23. Currently, the average household income for our community is $72,000, how does 
your household compare to this average? 
 29.7   Significantly less than average 
 26.4   Less than average 
 16.5   Average 
 17.6   Slightly above average 
 9.9   Significantly above average 
24. How much money per year should our church budget for Web ministries? 
 8.2   Zero 
 4.1   Less then $100 
 38.4   $101 to $500 
 15.1   $501-750 
 34.2   More than $750 
25. Which of the following statements describes your attitude to change:  
 11.7   Out-of-the-box thinker, artist, inventor, not loyal to history, thrive on new 
ideas, bored with the commonplace 
 32.5   See an idea, like it, and strive to act on it, like to embrace reasonable new 
ideas 
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 31.2   Adopt new ideas when see that they not only work, but benefit the 
organization, willing to make incremental change 
 18.2   Dependable, loyal, consistent, cautious and conservative about change 
 6.5   Love routine and rituals, have great appreciation for historical effectiveness 
and values. 
   
Burch 141 
APPENDIX I 
 
Internet Use Index Quantification 
 
The question numbers refer to the Survey Question number found in Appendix C. The 
numbers in brackets indicate the scale used to quantify each group of questions. The 
Internet Use Index is the sum of the E-mail Use Index, the World Wide Web Use Index, 
and the Local Web Site Index, with one point added if the survey was completed online 
versus returned by postal mail. The possible range for the Internet Use Index is three to 
eighty-two. 
 
E-Mail Use Index Quantification 
The sum of the bracketed numbers quantify e-mail use by pastor; the possible range 
is one to twenty-seven. 
 
15. In the last six months, have you used e-mail? 
a. [1] No, please skip to the next section 
b. [2] Yes 
16. How often do you check your e-mail?  
a. [1] Less than once a month 
b. [2] Two to three times a month 
c. [3] Once a week 
d. [4] Once a day 
e. [5] Multiple times a day 
17. How many e-mails do you send on an average day?  
a. [1] 0 
b. [2] 1 to 2  
c. [3] 3 to 4 
d. [4] 5 to 6 
e. [5] 7 or more 
18. How many ministry-related e-mails do you send on an average day? 
a. [1] 0 
b. [2] 1 to 2  
c. [3] 3 to 4 
d. [4] 5 to 6 
e. [5] 7 or more 
19. How many ministry-related e-mails do you receive on an average day? 
a. [1] 0 
b. [2] 1 to 2  
c. [3] 3 to 4 
d. [4] 5 to 6 
e. [5] 7 or more  
22. In dealing with pastoral concerns in your congregation, e-mail is effective.  
a. [5] Strongly agree 
b. [4] Agree 
c. [3] Neutral 
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d. [2] Disagree 
e. [1] Strongly disagree 
 
World Wide Web Index Quantification 
The sum of the bracketed numbers quantify World Wide Web use by the pastor, the 
possible range is one to twenty-seven.  
 
23. In the last six months have you gone online? 
a. [1] No, please skip to the next section 
b. [2] Yes 
24. Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or spiritual resources in the 
last six months? (check all that apply).  
a. [1] Devotional resources 
b. [1] Prayer resources 
c. [1] Information on matters of doctrine 
d. [1] Information on matters of faith 
e. [1] Information on the Bible 
f. [1] Resources for use in worship services 
g. [1] Resources for use in educational programs 
h. [1] Discussion groups or other online faith communities 
i. [1] Information related to other denominations or faiths 
j. [1] Information about discipleship opportunities 
25. How often do you go online? 
a. [1] Once a week or less 
b. [2] 1-2 days a week 
c. [3] 3-5 days a week 
d. [4] About once a day 
e. [5] Several times a day 
26. What have you used the Internet for in the last six months? (check all that apply) 
a. [1] News 
b. [1] Financial Information 
c. [1] Health Information 
d. [1] Job research 
e. [1] Hobby information 
f. [1] Just for fun 
g. [1] Buy a product 
h. [1] Internet Search 
i. [1] Chat/Bulletin Board 
j. [1] Instant Message 
 
Local Web Site Index Quantification 
The sum of the bracketed numbers quantifies local Web site use; the possible range 
is one to twenty-seven. 
 
27. Does your church have a Web site?  
a. [1] No, please skip to next section 
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b. [2] Yes 
28. How long has your congregation had a Web site?  
a. [1] less than one year 
b. [2] 1-2 years 
c. [3] 2-3 years 
d. [4] 3-4 years 
e. [5] More than five years 
29. Which of the following does your church Web site contain?  
a. [1] Encouraging visitors to attend (providing directions, special sections for 
potential visitors, etc.)  
b. [1] Post photos of congregational events 
c. [1] Provide youth group material and activities 
d. [1] Post Newsletters 
e. [1] Provide a space to post or respond to prayer needs 
f. [1] Allow members to sign up for classes or programs  
g. [1] Promote missionary/evangelical work 
h. [1] Provide live, online discussion space for study or prayer groups 
i. [1] Provide Web casts of services, ceremonies, or rites 
j. [1] Publish schedules, meeting minutes, building plans, or other internal 
communications of the congregation 
30. How many people do you know in the past year who have visited your church Web 
site before visiting your church? 
a. [1] None 
b. [2] 1 
c. [3] 2 to 5 
d. [4] 6 to 10 
e. [5] More than 10 
31. Which of these statements describe your church Web site? (check all that apply) 
a. [1] Written to be understood by churched and unchurched 
b. [1] Pages load quickly, no multimedia shows 
c. [1] Gives a clear, clean, professional image 
d. [1] Articles written in short quick format 
e. [1] Is well-maintained and up-to-date 
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APPENDIX J 
 
Exploring Internet Use among Growing Churches in the Holston Conference 
 
of the United Methodist Church Survey Summary Data 
 
1. Survey Rate of Return 
154 surveys sent to pastors of growing churches 
85.7 percent returned (132) 
Survey dates: 19 February-18 March 2004 
 
Local Church Demographics  
2. Which of the following did your church use in the last year? (check all that apply) 
(n=132) 
81.1%  Answering machine/Voice mail 
84.1  Computer 
36.4  Computer network 
58.3  Digital camera 
39.4  DVD 
62.1  Fax machine 
54.5  Overhead projector 
40.2  PowerPoint/Video projector 
84.8  VCR 
50.8  Video camera 
 
3. How many computers does your church own? (n=131) 
19.1%  0 
28.2  1 
12.2  2 
23.7  3-9 
16.8  10 or more 
 
4. At your church facility, what options of Internet access exist? (check all that apply) 
(n=130) 
51.5%  Standard phone line 
17.4  Cable modem 
21.2  DSL 
21.2  No Internet access is available 
0.8  Do not know 
 
5. How much money per year does your church budget for Web ministries? (n=132) 
55.0%  Zero 
12.2  Less then $100 
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19.1  $101 to $500 
2.3  $501 to $750 
12.2  More than $750 
 
6. Currently, about 48% of adults in our region have Internet access. Can you estimate 
how your congregation compares to this average? (n=131) 
 6.9%  Significantly less than average 
16.0  Less than average 
39.7  Average 
25.2  Slightly above average 
12.2  Significantly above average 
 
7. Currently, the median age in our region is 37 years old. Will you estimate how your 
congregation compares to this average? (n=130) 
1.5%  Significantly less than average 
7.7  Less than average 
33.8  Average 
40.8  Slightly above average 
16.2  Significantly above average 
 
8. Currently, the average household income for our region is $41,000. Will you estimate 
how your congregation compares to this average? (n=132) 
9.8%  Significantly less than average 
22.0  Less than average 
34.8  Average 
24.2  Slightly above average 
9.1  Significantly above average 
 
9. Currently, about 20 percent of persons over 25 years old in our region have a 
Bachelors degree. Will you estimate how your congregation compares to this 
average? (n=132) 
14.4%  Significantly less than average 
16.7  Less than average 
27.3  Average 
28.8  Slightly above average 
12.9  Significantly above average 
 
10. What is the population of the city or community where your church is located?  
(n=129) 
10.9%  Less than 1,000 
24.8  Between 1,000 and 5,000 
25.6  Between 5,000 and 25,000 
17.1  Between 25,000 and 50,000 
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21.7  Over 50,000 
Senior Pastor Demographics 
11. How long have you been serving at your current appointment? (n=130) 
13.8%  Less than 1 year 
8.5  Between 1 and 2 years 
38.5  Between 2 and 4 years 
23.1  Between 5 and 7 years 
16.2  More than seven years 
 
12. What statement best describes you educational experience? (n=132) 
15.9%  Completed High School 
12.9  Completed Bachelors 
28.8  Completed Masters 
27.3  Completed Additional Classes beyond a Masters 
15.2  Completed Doctorate 
 
13. What personal technology items do you own (check all that apply)? (n=132) 
93.9%  Cellular telephone 
3.0  Cell phone that takes pictures 
48.5  Digital camera 
2.3  GPS system for car 
79.5  DVD player 
24.2  Satellite dish for TV 
18.2  Home theater system 
87.9  Computer 
38.6  Laptop/Notebook PC 
33.3  Palmtop computer (PDA) 
 
14. What is your current age? (n=132) 
3.0%  Less than 30 
11.4  31 to 40 
28.8  41 to 50 
34.8  51 to 60 
22.0  More than 61 
 
Senior Pastor’s use of E-mail 
15. In the last six months, have you used e-mail? (n=131) 
11.4%  No, please skip to the next section (Question 23) 
87.9  Yes 
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16. How often do you check your e-mail? (n=116) 
0.9%  Less than once a month 
5.2  Two to three times a month 
8.6  Once a week 
31.0  Once a day 
54.3  Multiple times a day 
 
17. How many e-mails do you send on an average day? (n=117) 
13.7%  0 
28.2  1 to 2 
27.4  3 to 4 
12.8  5 to 6 
17.9  7 or more 
 
18. How many ministry-related e-mails do you send on an average day? (n=117) 
21.4%  0 
41.9  1 to 2 
16.2  3 to 4 
10.3  5 to 6 
10.3  7 or more 
 
19. How many ministry-related e-mails do you receive on an average day? (n=117) 
5.1%  0 
38.5  1 to 2 
27.4  3 to 4 
10.3  5 to 6 
18.8  7 or more 
 
20. In terms of helping your church grow, e-mail is effective. (n=117) 
 25.6%  Strongly agree 
33.3  Agree 
33.3  Neutral 
6.0  Disagree 
1.7  Strongly disagree 
 
21. In terms of supporting current church members, e-mail is effective. (n=117) 
23.9%  Strongly agree 
41.0  Agree 
29.1  Neutral 
5.1  Disagree 
0.9  Strongly disagree 
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22. In dealing with pastoral concerns in your congregation, e-mail is effective. (n=117) 
12.8%  Strongly agree 
52.1  Agree 
23.9  Neutral 
8.5  Disagree 
2.6  Strongly disagree 
 
Senior Pastor’s use of the Internet  
23. In the last six months, have you gone online? (n=132) 
13.6%  No, please skip to the next section (Question 27) 
86.4  Yes 
 
24. Have you personally used the Internet to find faith-related or spiritual resources in the 
last six months? (check all that apply). (n=114) 
65.2%  Devotional resources 
29.5  Prayer resources 
42.4  Information on matters of doctrine 
47.0  Information on matters of faith 
61.4  Information on the Bible 
72.0  Resources for use in worship services 
59.1  Resources for use in educational programs 
11.4  Discussion groups or other online faith communities 
38.6  Information related to other denominations or faiths 
41.7  Information about discipleship opportunities 
 
25. How often do you go online? (n=115) 
7.0%  Once a week or less 
12.2  1-2 days a week 
13.0  3-5 days a week 
25.2  About once a day 
42.6  Several times a day 
 
26. What have you used the Internet for in the last six months? (check all that apply) 
(n=114) 
78.6%  News 
38.2  Financial Information 
42.0  Health Information 
8.4  Job research 
45.0  Hobby information 
51.9  Just for fun 
55.7  Buy a product 
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78.6  Internet Search 
4.6  Chat/Bulletin Board 
22.1  Instant Message 
 
Local Church Web site 
27. Does your church have a Web site? (n=131) 
 44.7%  No, you are finished, thank you. 
54.5  Yes 
 
28. How long has your congregation had a Web site? (n=72) 
18.1%  Less than one year 
20.8  1-2 years 
22.2  2-3 years 
22.2  3-4 years 
16.7  More than five years 
 
29. Which of the following does your church Web site contain? (n=72) 
84.7%  Encouraging visitors to attend (providing directions, special sections for potential visitors, etc.) 
65.3  Post photos of congregational events 
61.1  Provide youth group material and activities 
37.5  Post Newsletters 
26.4  Provide a space to post or respond to prayer needs 
11.1  Allow members to sign up for classes or programs 
36.1  Promote missionary/evangelical work 
1.4  Provide live, online discussion space for study or  prayer groups 
8.3  Provide Web casts of services, ceremonies, or rites 
62.5  Publish schedules, meeting minutes, building plans,  or other internal communications of the congregation 
 
30. How many people do you know in the past year who have visited your church Web 
site before visiting your church? (n=65) 
36.9%  None 
6.2  1 
21.5  2 to 5 
7.7  6 to 10 
27.7  More than 10 
 
31. Which of these statements describe your church Web site? (check all that apply) 
(n=72) 
77.8%  Written to be understood by churched and unchurched
50.0  Pages load quickly, no multimedia shows 
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62.5  Gives a clear, clean, professional image 
55.6  Articles written in short quick format 
38.9  Is well-maintained and up-to-date 
 
32. In terms of helping your church grow, your church Web site is effective. (n=71) 
9.9%  Strongly agree 
31.0  Agree 
42.3  Neutral 
8.5  Disagree 
8.5  Strongly disagree 
 
33. In terms of supporting current church members, your church Web site is effective. 
(n=70) 
11.4%  Strongly agree 
48.6  Agree 
21.4  Neutral 
12.9  Disagree 
5.7  Strongly disagree 
 
34. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to 
provide information about church activities to members. (n=70) 
18.6%  Strongly agree 
50.0  Agree 
17.1  Neutral 
7.1  Disagree 
7.1  Strongly disagree 
 
35. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to keep 
the congregation updated constantly about prayer concerns. (n=70) 
10.0%  Strongly agree 
24.3  Agree 
30.0  Neutral 
27.1  Disagree 
8.6  Strongly disagree 
 
36. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to stay 
culturally relevant. (n=70) 
24.3%  Strongly agree 
52.9  Agree 
10.0  Neutral 
7.1  Disagree 
5.7  Strongly disagree 
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37. Our congregation continues to actively maintain a Web site because we want to share 
the good new of Jesus. (n=70) 
50.0%  Strongly agree 
37.1  Agree 
7.1  Neutral 
1.4  Disagree 
4.3  Strongly disagree 
 
38. Our congregation continues actively to maintain a Web site because we want to 
provide information about own church to nonmembers. (n=70) 
51.4%  Strongly agree 
44.3  Agree 
1.4  Neutral 
0.0  Disagree 
2.9  Strongly disagree 
 
How was survey completed? (n=132) 
84.8% Mailed survey through postal system 
15.2 Filled survey out online 
 
Other notes (n=132) 
12.9% Spent more than $0.37 to mail survey 
9.8 Returned $1 incentive 
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APPENDIX K 
 
T-Distribution and ANOVA Tables 
 
 
 
Table K.1. Worship Attendance and Internet Use Index  
 
Church Worship Attendance Count Sum
Internet 
Use Index Variance   
 
Small churches < 100 52 1489 28.64 262.04   
Medium churches 100 to 200 40 1646 41.15 145.87   
Large churches > 200 40 2000 50.00 223.38   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 10610.56 2 5305.28 24.65 0.00 7.29 
Within groups 27765.16 129 215.23    
Total 
 
38375.72 
 
131
    
*p < .001 
 
 
 
Table K.2. Worship Attendance and Church Growth Factor  
 
Church Worship Attendance Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Small churches < 100 52 1285 24.71 5.23   
Medium churches 100 to 200 40 1070 26.75 7.01   
Large churches > 200 40 1101 27.52 7.79   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 197.49 2 98.74 15.09 0.00 7.29 
Within groups 844.15 129 6.54    
Total 
 
1041.64
 
131
    
*p < .001 
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Table K.3. T-Test Comparing the Church Growth Factors of Pastors Who Do and 
Do Not Use E-Mail (N=132) 
 
t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 
E-Mail Use and Church Growth 
  
Did Not Use E-
Mail 
Did Use E-
Mail 
 
Mean 25.47 26.27 
Variance 9.41 7.77 
Observations 15 117 
Pooled variance 7.95 
Hypothesized mean difference 0 
df 130 
t Stat -1.04 
p (T<=t) one-tail 0.15 
t Critical one-tail 1.66 
p (T<=t) two-tail 0.30 
t Critical two-tail 1.98 
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Table K.4. T-Test Comparing the Church Growth Factors of Pastors Who Do And 
Do Not Use the World Wide Web (N=132) 
 
t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 
World Wide Web Use and Church Growth Factor 
  
Did Not Use 
World Wide 
Web 
Did Use 
World Wide 
Web 
 
Mean 24.94 26.38 
Variance 7.23 7.85 
Observations 18 114 
Pooled variance 7.77 
Hypothesized mean difference 0 
df 130 
t Stat -2.03 
p (T<=t) one-tail 0.02 
t critical one-tail 1.66 
p (T<=t) two-tail 0.04 
t critical two-tail 1.98 
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Table K.5. T-Test Comparing the Church Growth Factors of Pastors Who Do and 
Do Not Have a Congregational Web Site (N=132) 
 
t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 
Web Site Presence & Church Growth 
  
Did Not 
Have a 
Local 
Church Web 
Site 
Did Have a 
Local 
Church Web 
Site  
 
Mean 25.50 26.75 
Variance 7.95 7.34 
Observations 60 72 
Hypothesized mean difference 0 
df 130 
t Stat -2.59 
p (T<=t) one-tail 0.01 
t critical one-tail 1.66 
p (T<=t) two-tail 0.01 
t critical two-tail 1.98 
 
 
 
Table K.6. Church Growth Factor by Types of Internet Use (N=132) 
 
Types of Internet Use Count Sum
Church Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
No e-mail use  15 382 25.48 9.41   
Uses e-mail 117 3074 26.27 7.77   
No World Wide Web use  18 449 24.94 7.23   
Uses World Wide Web 114 3007 26.38 7.85   
No local Web site 60 1530 25.50 7.95   
Has local Web site 72 1926 26.75 7.34   
Source of variation SS df MS F 
P-
value
F 
critical
Between groups 91.70 5 18.34 2.36 0.04 2.24 
Within groups 3033.21 390 7.78    
Total 3124.91 395
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Table K.7. Adults with Internet Access with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Adults with Internet Access Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 9 218 24.22 6.19   
Less than average 21 532 25.33 5.93   
Average 52 1349 25.94 7.55   
Slightly above average 33 897 27.18 7.78   
Significantly above average 16 435 27.19 9.10   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 101.83 4 25.44 3.42 0.01 2.44 
Within groups 938.40 126 7.45    
Total 1040.23 130  
   
 
 
Table K.8. Adults with Internet Access with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Adults with Internet Access Count Sum
E-Mail Use 
Index 
Varianc
e   
 
Significantly less than average 9 99 11.00 98.00   
Less than average 21 270 12.86 46.43   
Average 52 896 17.23 30.34   
Slightly above average 33 554 16.79 52.42   
Significantly above average 16 318 19.88 26.52   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 759.10 4 189.78 4.48 0.00 3.47 
Within groups 5335.07 126 42.34    
Total 6094.17 130  
   
*p < .01 
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Table K.9. Adults with Internet Access with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Adults with Internet Access Count Sum
World Wide 
Web Use Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 9 70 7.78 53.19   
Less than average 21 237 11.29 56.91   
Average 52 783 15.06 34.76   
Slightly above average 33 499 15.12 35.05   
Significantly above average 16 253 15.81 35.63   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
* 
Between groups 654.89 4 163.72 4.13 0.00 3.47 
Within groups 4992.62 126 39.62    
Total 5647.51 130  
   
*p < .01 
 
 
 
Table K.10. Adults with Internet Access with Local Web Site Index (N=132) 
 
Adults with Internet Access Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 9 9 1.00 0.00   
Less than average 21 97 4.62 28.65   
Average 52 364 7.00 43.37   
Slightly above average 33 354 10.73 57.70   
Significantly above average 16 262 16.38 41.72   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 2089.73 4 522.43 12.52 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 5257.25 126 41.72    
Total 7346.98 130  
   
*p < .001 
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Table K.11. Median Age of Members with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Median Age of Members Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 2 46 23.00 0.00   
Less than average 10 268 26.80 7.07   
Average 44 1170 26.59 8.67   
Slightly above average 53 1378 26.00 7.54   
Significantly above average 21 548 26.10 7.89   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 33.03 4 8.26 1.05 0.39 2.44 
Within groups 986.05 125 7.89    
Total 1019.08 129  
   
 
 
 
Table K.12. Median Age of Members with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Median Age of Members Count Sum
E-Mail Use 
Index Variance  
 
 
Significantly less than average 2 20 10.00 162.00  
 
Less than average 10 178 17.80 68.18   
Average 44 691 15.70 60.91   
Slightly above average 53 893 16.85 29.82   
Significantly above average 21 352 16.76 38.49   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical 
Between groups 136.21 4 34.05 0.74 0.56 2.44 
Within groups 5715.36 125 45.72    
Total 5851.57 129  
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Table K.13. Median Age of Members with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Median Age of Members Count Sum
World Wide 
Web Use Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 2 10 5.00 32.00   
Less than average 10 139 13.90 65.66   
Average 44 615 13.98 49.05   
Slightly above average 53 771 14.55 34.44   
Significantly above average 21 308 14.67 38.83   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 183.26 4 45.81 1.08 0.37 2.44 
Within groups 5299.68 125 42.40    
Total 5482.93 129  
   
 
 
 
Table K.14. Median Age of Members with Local Web Site Index (N=132) 
 
Median Age of Members Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 2 2 1.00 0.00   
Less than average 10 133 13.30 57.34   
Average 44 370 8.41 62.29   
Slightly above average 53 423 7.98 50.86   
Significantly above average 21 143 6.81 45.66   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 408.65 4 102.16 1.89 0.12 2.44 
Within groups 6752.96 125 54.02    
Total 7161.61 129  
   
 
   
Burch 160 
Table K.15. Average Household Income with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Average Household Income Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor 
Varianc
e   
 
Significantly less than average 13 324 24.92 6.58   
Less than average 29 757 26.10 8.45   
Average 46 1200 26.09 8.08   
Slightly above average 32 861 26.91 6.99   
Significantly above average 12 314 26.17 9.79   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 37.99 4 9.50 1.20 0.31 2.44 
Within groups 1003.65 127 7.90    
Total 1041.64 131  
   
 
 
 
Table K.16. Average Household Income with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Average Household Income Count Sum
E-Mail 
Use Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 13 186 14.31 74.90   
Less than average 29 397 13.69 51.94   
Average 46 733 15.94 51.48   
Slightly above average 32 627 19.59 19.35   
Significantly above average 12 211 17.58 18.45   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical* 
Between groups 622.22 4 155.56 3.61 0.01 3.47 
Within groups 5472.42 127 43.09    
Total 6094.64 131  
   
*p < .01 
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Table K.17. Average Household Income with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Average Household Income Count Sum
World Wide 
Web Use Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 13 152 11.69 50.56   
Less than average 29 362 12.48 49.54   
Average 46 633 13.76 54.19   
Slightly above average 32 512 16.00 20.39   
Significantly above average 12 200 16.67 21.88   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 351.04 4 87.76 2.10 0.08 2.44 
Within groups 5305.05 127 41.77    
Total 5656.08 131
    
 
 
 
Table K.18. Average Household Income with Local Web Site Index  (N=132) 
 
Average Household Income Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 13 49 3.77 28.19   
Less than average 29 113 3.90 23.67   
Average 46 368 8.00 55.29   
Slightly above average 32 367 11.47 52.32   
Significantly above average 12 195 16.25 29.84   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical*
Between groups 1912.97 4 478.24 11.17 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 5439.22 127 42.83    
Total 7352.18 131  
   
*p < .001 
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Table K.19. Adults with Bachelors with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Adults with Bachelors Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 19 460 24.21 4.40   
Less than average 22 568 25.82 6.25   
Average 36 963 26.75 8.25   
Slightly above average 38 1016 26.74 7.55   
Significantly above average 17 454 26.71 8.85   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 104.55 4 26.14 3.61 0.01 3.47 
Within groups 920.08 127 7.24    
Total 1024.629 131  
   
*p < .01 
 
 
 
Table K.20. Adults with Bachelors with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Adults with Bachelors Count Sum
E-Mail Use 
Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 19 273 14.37 66.69   
Less than average 22 288 13.09 44.09   
Average 36 587 16.31 52.39   
Slightly above average 38 682 17.95 28.81   
Significantly above average 17 324 19.06 33.68   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 529.92 4 132.48 3.02 0.02 2.44 
Within groups 5564.71 127 43.82    
Total 6094.64 131
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Table K.21. Adults with Bachelors with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Adults with Bachelors Count Sum
World Wide 
Web Use Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 19 221 11.63 60.25   
Less than average 22 263 11.96 46.71   
Average 36 508 14.11 42.96   
Slightly above average 38 569 14.97 32.73   
Significantly above average 17 298 17.53 26.89   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 445.94 4 111.49 2.72 0.03 2.44 
Within groups 5210.14 127 41.02    
Total 5656.08 131
    
 
 
 
Table K.22. Adults with Bachelors with Local Web Site Index  (N=132) 
 
Adults with Bachelors Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Significantly less than average 19 93 4.90 35.54   
Less than average 22 90 4.09 22.18   
Average 36 235 6.53 43.91   
Slightly above average 38 433 11.40 56.19   
Significantly above average 17 241 14.18 59.78   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 1674.05 4 418.51 9.36 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 5678.13 127 44.71    
Total 7352.18 131
    
*p < .001 
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Table K.23. City or Community Population with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
City or Community Population Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Less than 1,000 17 429 25.24 5.94   
Between 1,000 and 5,000 32 807 25.22 7.60   
Between 5,000 and 25,000 33 885 26.82 6.78   
Between 25,000 and 50,000 22 585 26.59 9.21   
Over 50,000 28 750 26.79 8.47   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 72.17 4 18.04 2.36 0.06 2.44 
Within groups 969.47 127 7.63    
Total 1041.64 131
    
 
 
 
Table K.24. City or Community Population with E-Mail Use Index  (N=132) 
 
City or Community Population Count Sum
E-Mail Use 
Index Variance   
 
Less than 1,000 14 192 13.71 55.60   
Between 1,000 and 5,000 32 418 13.06 53.29   
Between 5,000 and 25,000 33 569 17.24 45.81   
Between 25,000 and 50,000 22 406 18.46 8.16   
Over 50,000 28 522 18.64 49.35   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical*
Between groups 713.99 4 178.50 4.14 0.00 3.47 
Within groups 5344.68 124 43.10    
Total 6058.67 128
    
*p < .01 
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Table K.25. City or Community Population with World Wide Web Use Index 
(N=132) 
 
City or Community 
Population Count Sum
World Wide 
Web Use Index Variance   
 
Less than 1,000 14 152 10.86 86.75   
Between 1,000 and 5,000 32 385 12.03 42.55   
Between 5,000 and 25,000 33 481 14.58 35.81   
Between 25,000 and 50,000 22 366 16.64 14.53   
Over 50,000 28 428 15.29 47.25   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 472.17 4 118.04 2.83 0.03 2.44 
Within groups 5173.55 124 41.72    
Total 5645.72 128
    
 
 
 
Table K.26. City or Community Population with Local Web Site Index (N=132) 
 
City or Community Population Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Less than 1,000 14 54 3.86 22.75   
Between 1,000 and 5,000 32 173 5.41 39.93   
Between 5,000 and 25,000 33 262 7.94 50.12   
Between 25,000 and 50,000 22 224 10.18 49.78   
Over 50,000 28 357 12.75 64.64   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical*
Between groups 1180.97 4 295.24 6.18 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 5927.84 124 47.80    
Total 7108.81 128
    
*p < .001 
   
Burch 166 
Table K.27. Pastoral Age with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Age Count Sum Church Growth Factor Variance   
 
Less than 30 4 101 25.25 2.25   
31 to 40 15 407 27.13 5.41   
41 to 40 38 1011 26.60 9.16   
51 to 60 46 1207 26.24 8.59   
More than 61 29 730 25.17 6.43   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 53.57 4 13.39 1.72 0.15 2.44 
Within groups 988.07 127 7.78    
Total 1041.64 131
    
 
 
 
Table K.28. Pastoral Age with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Age Count Sum E-Mail Use Index Variance   
 
Less than 30 4 62 15.50 9.67   
31 to 40 15 277 18.47 48.41   
41 to 40 38 630 16.58 59.33   
51 to 60 46 780 16.96 25.24   
More than 61 29 405 13.97 64.39   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 253.76 4 63.44 1.38 0.24 2.44 
Within groups 5840.88 127 45.99    
Total 6094.64 131
    
 
   
Burch 167 
Table K.29. Pastoral Age with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Age Count Sum
World Wide Web Use 
Index Variance   
 
Less than 30 4 75 18.75 5.58   
31 to 40 15 247 16.47 28.98   
41 to 40 38 556 14.63 39.81   
51 to 60 46 699 15.20 31.94   
More than 61 29 282 9.72 54.71   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical*
Between groups 791.73 4 197.93 5.17 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 4864.36 127 38.30    
Total 5656.08 131
    
*p < .001 
 
 
Table K.30. Pastoral Age with Local Web Site Index (N=132) 
 
Pastoral Age Count Sum Local Web Site Index Variance   
 
Less than 30 4 4 1.00 0.00   
31 to 40 15 180 12.00 57.43   
41 to 40 38 343 9.03 59.43   
51 to 60 46 364 7.91 45.10   
More than 61 29 201 6.93 65.00   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 499.69 4 124.92 2.32 0.06 2.44 
Within groups 6852.49 127 53.96    
Total 7352.18 131
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Table K.31. Years Served with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Years Served at Current 
Appointment Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Less than 1 year 18 456 25.33 5.76   
Between 1 and 2 years 11 304 27.64 4.06   
Between 2 and 4 years 50 1289 25.78 7.56   
Between 5 and 7 years 30 796 26.53 8.05   
More than seven years 21 565 26.90 10.99   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 58.68 4 14.67 1.90 0.11 2.44 
Within groups 962.40 125 7.70    
Total 1021.08 129
    
 
 
 
Table K.32. Years Served with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Years Served at Current 
Appointment Count Sum
E-Mail Use 
Index Variance   
 
Less than 1 year 18 321 17.83 17.68   
Between 1 and 2 years 11 168 15.27 57.82   
Between 2 and 4 years 50 850 17.00 32.78   
Between 5 and 7 years 30 487 16.23 55.22   
More than seven years 21 326 15.52 72.46   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 82.84 4 20.71 0.47 0.76 2.44 
Within groups 5535.29 125 44.28    
Total 5618.12 129
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Table K.33. Years Served with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Years Served at Current 
Appointment Count Sum
World Wide Web 
Use Index Variance   
 
Less than 1 year 18 305 16.94 17.94   
Between 1 and 2 years 11 165 15.00 41.20   
Between 2 and 4 years 50 746 14.92 36.20   
Between 5 and 7 years 30 378 12.60 44.11   
More than seven years 21 263 12.52 61.76   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 303.41 4 75.85 1.89 0.12 2.44 
Within groups 5005.06 125 40.04    
Total 5308.47 129
    
 
 
 
Table K.34. Years Served with Local Web Site Index (N=132) 
 
Years Served at Current 
Appointment Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Less than 1 year 18 124 6.89 31.28   
Between 1 and 2 years 11 91 8.27 40.82   
Between 2 and 4 years 50 410 8.20 63.26   
Between 5 and 7 years 30 247 8.23 53.22   
More than seven years 21 218 10.38 76.75   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F critical
Between groups 126.49 4 31.62 0.56 0.70 2.44 
Within groups 7118.28 125 56.95    
Total 7244.77 129
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Table K.35. Pastoral Education with Church Growth Factor (N=132) 
 
Level of Pastoral Education Count Sum
Church 
Growth 
Factor Variance   
 
Completed high school 21 530 25.24 8.79   
Completed bachelors 17 432 25.41 5.38   
Completed master’s 38 1013 26.66 6.18   
Completed additional classes 
beyond a master’s 36 944 26.22 8.69   
Completed doctorate 20 537 26.85 10.56   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 46.38 4 11.60 1.48 0.21 2.44 
Within groups 995.25 127 7.84    
Total 1041.64 131
    
 
 
   
Table K.36. Pastoral Education with E-Mail Use Index (N=132) 
 
Level of Pastoral Education Count Sum
E-Mail Use 
Index Variance   
 
Completed high school 21 240 11.43 69.56   
Completed bachelors 17 238 14.00 59.12   
Completed master’s 38 701 18.45 16.63   
Completed additional classes 
beyond a master’s 36 622 17.28 35.35   
Completed doctorate 20 353 17.65 56.34   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value 
F 
critical*
Between groups 834.33 4 208.58 5.04 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 5260.31 127 41.42    
Total 6094.64 131
    
*p < .001 
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Table K.37. Pastoral Education with World Wide Web Use Index (N=132) 
 
Level of Pastoral Education Count Sum
World Wide 
Web Use 
Index Variance   
 
Completed high school 21 230 10.95 53.65   
Completed bachelors 17 219 12.88 53.86   
Completed master’s 38 576 15.16 28.46   
Completed additional classes 
beyond a master’s 36 533 14.81 40.79   
Completed doctorate 20 289 14.45 46.05   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical
Between groups 294.63 4 73.66 1.77 0.14 2.44 
Within groups 5290.36 127 41.66    
Total 5584.99 131
    
 
 
 
Table K.38. Pastoral Education with Local Web Site Index (N=132) 
 
Level of Pastoral Education Count Sum
Local Web 
Site Index Variance   
 
Completed high school 21 89 4.24 37.79   
Completed bachelors 17 58 3.41 20.51   
Completed master’s 38 400 10.53 58.90   
Completed additional classes 
beyond a master’s 36 340 9.44 50.20   
Completed doctorate 20 205 10.25 66.72   
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value
F 
critical*
Between groups 1064.14 4 266.04 5.37 0.00 4.98 
Within groups 6288.04 127 49.51    
Total 7352.18 131
    
*p < .001 
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